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ABSTRACT
The concept of ‘inclusion’ has been propagated as a key policy within British New Labour 
rhetoric for an expanded social agenda in education. This thesis provides a critical analysis of 
discourses that underpin existing notions of ‘inclusion’ in dance education and performance. My 
critique is based on the specific case study of ChickenShed Theatre Company and its outreach 
project, in which I have been involved as an inclusive group leader. My methodology integrates 
interdisciplinary perspectives and strategies to examine a range of different kinds of evidence 
from studio practice, rehearsals, stage production, press reviews, and ChickenShed’s policy and 
promotional documents. I employ discourse analysis, embodied fieldwork and self-reflection as 
methods for evaluating the philosophy/practice that I have trained in and implemented, but also 
for investigating elements of inclusive pedagogy beyond ChickenShed (such as disability arts, 
CandoCo Dance Company’s training, and a number of integrated curricula endorsed by the Arts 
Council of England). My purpose is to discuss strengths, deficiencies and possibilities emerging 
from current theorisations and tactical treatment of ‘disability’ as cultural ‘otherness’.
P art One offers an overview of the ideology that supports ChickenShed’s teaching settings and 
practices concerning inclusion. Mobilising critical socio-cultural analysis, I consider the ways in 
which the progressive value of inclusion can be subverted by the demands of a competitive 
neoliberal society. I suggest that the corporatisation of inclusion in mainstream cultural 
production often involves a form of commodified identity as ‘sameness’. I argue that implicit 
adoption of a non-critical/apolitical stance within arts pedagogy can lead to a conservative 
position in relation to disability and inequalities of cultural capital.
P art Two provides a counter-narrative that contests the perceived normative functions of 
inclusive practice. Based on participant observation of my own outreach group, I illustrate how 
the agencies of diverse individuals/students and the teacher/leader’s decisions can make 
contradictions visible, spell out differences explicitly and negotiate them expressively within the 
pedagogic situation. Dominant concepts of homogeneity as well as binary divisions of ability, 
which can often prevail in inclusive dance teaching, are confronted by the embodied agencies of 
the participants and can be altered through a shared and critically informed creative process. I 
propose an alternative conceptualisation of inclusive pedagogy, in which dance provides as basis 
for a new model of inclusion; not just an ideology of community and cohesion, but an embodied 
ontology recognising inequality in practice and problem-solving around lived differences. 
Ultimately, the performative agencies of disabled participants emerge as capable of addressing 
oppressive/exclusive structures.
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CHAPTER 1
THE STUDY OF INCLUSION AND INCLUSIVE DANCE -  EXCLUSIVE 
CHALLENGES
It is perfectly possible that what is politically progressive and opens up discursive 
opportunities... can become a form of closure -  and have a repressive value -  by 
the time it is installed as the dominant genre... it will run out of steam; it will 
become a style, people will use it not because it opens up anything but because 
they are spoken by it, and at that point you need another shift.
Bailey, Hall, 1992, p. 15.
1.1 Theoretical Background, Aims and Objectives
This thesis is situated within the context of a widespread and ongoing debate over the concept, 
definition, theoretical criteria, and practical implementation of inclusion. Social and educational 
inclusion has been a major focus of academic research and policies on an international scale over 
the last thirty years.' Existing literature on inclusion, nonetheless, is marked by the problematics 
of terminology and its complex relation to power.^ The discourse and practice of inclusion are 
continuously under construction and negotiation. Notions such as ‘handicap’, ‘disadvantage’, 
‘disability’, and ‘integration’ relate closely to the concept of inclusion and together they 
constitute products of historical change and shifts in social theory.
The heterogeneous concept of disability is of particular relevance to the ideology of inclusion 
under study. Different definitions of disability can have a direct impact on the way societies 
identify or not with the need for inclusion. In the past twenty years disabled people have chosen 
to interpret their collective experiences in terms of “structural notions of discrimination and 
oppression” rather than as personal stigma (Oliver, 1990, p.68). In the 1990s disabled academic 
Mike Oliver coined the term “social model” of disability; an idea which is central to the British
' Publications such as the International Journal o f Inclusive Education are representative of “multi­
disciplinary research into pedagogies, curricula, policy making and cultures” that aim to “include all 
students in education” (stated aim of the journal, in www.francis&taylor.com).
 ^ The use of the term ‘power’ in the thesis integrates poststructuralist theorisations on discursive 
phenomena (Foucault, 1979, 1980) with notions of socio-economic oppression that derive from a 
tradition of historical materialism within sociology.
disability movement and the discipline of disability studies. According to the “social”, as 
opposed to the “medical” or “personal model”, disability is a social category and should therefore 
be understood as de-medicalised and de-essentialised identity. Disability is not located in the 
individual’s impaired body but in the social structures and cultural attitudes that often disable 
people. The point is therefore not to ‘cure’ disability but address the perceptual and material 
barriers that contribute to discrimination (Oliver, 1990, 1996). According to disability theorists, 
inadequate cultural understandings of disability are factors linked to inequality and social 
exclusion.
Social and physical difference in a common generic identity produces variation 
in the experience of exclusion that could not be glossed over and therefore should 
be taken into account.
Hancock, Hughes, Jagger et al, 2000, p.41.
Disability studies argue for the political aspects of impairment and embodiment. As a discipline 
it drew heavily on Marxist sociology, which provided the initial framework for disability theory, 
and gave expression to the disabled people’s movement that set about transforming the meaning 
of disability from a bodily condition to a site of social oppression. Despite the currency and 
respect that this progressive theory of disability and its associated activism have earned rightly, 
scholars within contemporary disability studies critique the social model as modernist and 
potentially deterministic. They suggest that by over-emphasising the social construction of 
disability the model runs the risk of treating disabled people as bearers of a singular identity, 
deprived of agency and thus victimised and disempowered by their environments (Shakespeare, 
Watson, 2002). Disability studies recognise pertinently the tensions between traditional 
sociological positions based on historical materialism, and postmodernism. According to new 
lines of argument, disability should be perceived as a plurality; a sum of multiple identities 
involving individual choice. Disabled people should be respected for having the right to choose 
their representation. For example, they may not always wish to be defined by their impairment or 
be described as victims of social inequality. They may resist their classification as ‘disabled’ or 
‘oppressed’. However, they may also opt to use their disabled identity in a strategic way to 
represent themselves as persons with a particular experience of impairment, as with a particular 
experience of gender, ethnicity and sexuality. As Shakespeare and Watson argue: “disability is a 
quintessentially postmodern concept at the intersection between structure and agency” (2002, 
p.21). Contemporary disability theory is founded in the commonality of the experience of 
exclusion but it also addresses difference and diversity in the embodiment of exclusion.
Whatever the complexities of diversity however, disability studies acknowledge that social 
divisions are always in place and discriminations often overlap:
Gender, class, race, sexuality, age and disability combine in important and 
varying ways to exacerbate or modify the experience of disablism, sexism, and/or 
racism.
Vernon, Swain, 2002, p.79.
These theoretical developments in the field of disability theory have important repercussions for 
any study of inclusion as they appear to offer significant critical signposts for a reconceptualised 
discursive model that accounts for both the society and the individual; the structure and the 
embodiment. There are of course multiple agendas behind the promotion of notions such as 
‘choice’, ‘self-empowerment’ or ‘struggle’ for disability rights. Artists with disabilities, 
academics, politicians and activists can appropriate, negotiate the meaning of these terms, or 
dismiss them depending on their stance in a wider framework of self-representation and social 
agency.
The tradition of critical debate and the alternative, often radical, conceptualisations of identity 
that proliferate in disability studies, have influenced the writing of this doctoral study. The 
different and often conflicting perspectives on the nature of disabling relations within 
contemporary culture inspired a vigorous personal investigation. This thesis stems from my own 
experiences, both as a researcher and performing arts practitioner establishing environments 
appropriate to inclusive dance participation and learning. Training and practice with London- 
based ChickenShed Theatre Company provided the field of inquiry into the significance and the 
conditions of inclusive dance. My knowledge of inclusive dance is based on three years of work 
as an unpaid volunteer arts practitioner with ChickenShed’s National Inclusive Training 
Programme. In 2004 I was given the opportunity to take on the role of artistic leader for New 
Shed Inc.; an inclusive children’s theatre group set up by ChickenShed as part of its outreach 
project in Newham, East London. The group held weekly creative sessions in a community 
secondary school from December 2002 to February 2005. In my capacity as arts practitioner, I 
delivered inclusive dance and drama workshop activities, which involved children and young 
people aged 9 to 15 years old. These activities were not devised as part of my research but were 
independent from it and linked closely -  both in nature and in content -  to ChickenShed’s 
established inclusive methodology, in which I trained and followed as a member of a team of 
volunteer practitioners/group leaders. The purpose and object of my research flow from the felt
questions, issues and concerns that I experienced as an inclusive practitioner during my time with 
New Shed Inc. The thesis is a result of my direct involvement in inclusive dance methodology 
and constitutes a self-motivated, self-generated, systematic and theoretically informed inquiry 
into the workshop conditions I came across and relationships I developed. In my study I draw 
from my practice as an inclusive leader, as well as a participant observer of ChickenShed’s 
inclusive workshops and performances, which I was invited to attend as part of my training. The 
objective of my research is to articulate a cultural analysis of the complex and unstable concept of 
inclusion and its shifting practices within dance. The aim is to voice some tentative personal 
insights towards an alternative theorisation of inclusion in dance. My critique employs 
ChickenShed and its outreach operations as an interesting, if limited, case study of a leading 
British arts organisation that implements a specific philosophy and method of inclusion.
ChickenShed defines its creative process and its organisational identity as inclusive.^ By doing 
so the company aligns itself with an understanding of inclusion as a positive and worthy idea and 
practice. Founders and members of ChickenShed are proponents of inclusivity; a quality 
perceived as characteristic of an inclusive outlook, namely a will to include all participants, and 
everyone as equals.
Our inclusive creative process values all our members as equals. It’s the way we 
run our theatre company, our youth workshops, our outreach projects and our 
education programmes. And one day, it will be the way the world works. That is 
our vision.
www.chickenshed.org.uk
One of my key research questions is to analyse whether inclusive dance can indeed promote 
equality among participants, and if so in which ways. My analysis also centres on wider cultural 
definitions and criteria of inclusion and equality and in particular their specificities as they are 
manifest within observed dance performances and their resulting aesthetics.
ChickenShed is not alone in promoting inclusive arts and education as a vision of a better and 
more egalitarian world. Proponents of inclusion argue that inclusive education practices benefit 
all students and that “differences can be a resource for community development” (Frank cited in 
Aniftos, McLuskie, 2004, p.l). Organisations such as UNESCO promote inclusion as “the most
 ^ “We make theatre. Extraordinary, pioneering, challenging, dynamic...genuinely inclusive theatre...we 
work using an inclusive creative process which means everyone is welcome, and everyone is valued” 
(www.chickenshed.org.uk).
effective way of combating discriminatory attitudes, creating welcoming communities, building 
an inclusive society and achieving education for all” (Aniftos, McLuskie, 2004, p.l). According 
to UNESCO, inclusive education means that institutions such as
schools should accommodate all children regardless of their physical, 
intellectual, social, emotional, linguistic or other conditions...(they) should 
include disabled and gifted children, street and working children, children ft"om 
remote or nomadic populations, children from ethnic or cultural minorities and 
children from other disadvantaged or marginalised areas or groups.
Aniftos, McLuskie, 2004, p. 1
An analysis of the rhetoric employed by UNESCO and other advocates for inclusion reveals that 
categories of difference linked with disability, ethnic, and social background are in fact inscribed 
into the very fabric of inclusive discourse. This thesis shows that inclusion, as a cultural 
production, entails a theorisation of ‘otherness’, and develops tactical processes that deal with 
social difference in performative ways.'* A number of teachers and educationalists claim that 
there is ample evidence of the success of inclusive tactics believed to benefit, for instance, 
students with and without disabilities (Janney and Snell, 2004). Inclusion is thus understood and 
valued as an affirmative action to compensate for the exclusion of disabled people. The verb ‘to 
include’ alludes to those who are excluded according to the norm. The term ‘inclusion’ signifies 
a double process whereby participation of learners in curricula, cultures and communities of the 
mainstream is increased, whilst their exclusion from them is decreased, writes Mittler (2000, 
p .ll). Inclusion is by no means understood to be achieved easily. Educational research 
acknowledges that the norm in society is to separate and segregate into groups and categories 
rather than to integrate. ChickenShed’s rhetoric emphasises what it perceives as the 
exceptionality of its inclusive environment;
Not many places are for everyone and anyone -  so a lot of people who find 
themselves unwelcome elsewhere in the world come to us.
www.chickenshed.org.uk
One of the principal aims of this research is to analyse existing concepts of inclusion and their 
discourse. In doing so, I also problematise ChickenShed as well as my own inclusive pedagogy
 ^The tactics of inclusion and the theorisation of otherness as presented by ChickenShed’s pedagogy are 
analysed in Chapter 2. “Otherness’ is understood as the construction of the “non-self’ through dance 
practice and pedagogic discourse. According to cultural theory, the non-self “departs from and 
simultaneously defines the norms of a dominant social order, whether by sexuality, race, or ethnicity”, 
and in this case, by ability/disability (Brooker, 1999, p. 157).
and methodology. I articulate a critique maintaining that, despite the rhetoric of equality, 
ChickenShed’s pedagogy and methodology often theorise and treat otherness problematically. 
My hypothesis consists in asking whether and how inclusive dance practices may be influenced 
by dominant discourses to promote ‘cohesion’ and the assimilation of difference rather than 
‘integration’ on equal terms. The case study is employed to cast into doubt the existing theory of 
inclusion, as employed by ChickenShed and its settings. The objective is to analyse the dominant 
discourse of inclusion in connection to social and representational categories of difference such as 
disability, ethnic and socio-economic background, which stay implicit and often unquestioned in 
mainstream inclusive rhetoric. Following the paradigm of disability studies, I examine the 
interplay of factors such as class, race, gender and disability in creating a multiplicity of 
exclusion that is not be overlooked in any analysis of inclusive curricula. Being consistent with 
the epistemology of disability studies, I aim to recognise all the peculiarities of experience as a 
basis of individual performance within my inclusive group. At the same time I acknowledge the 
tensions between traditional sociological perspectives and postmodern accounts of identity and 
thus aim to avoid the prioritisation of one single identity over others. My analysis accounts for 
individual agency, present in inclusive dance, by using multiple conceptual vantage points, with 
disability being perhaps the most imperative of them.
In this context of problematising the dominant discourse of inclusion for flattening out social 
differences, analysis of workshops and performances within ChickenShed and its outreach reveals 
that issues of race, class, disability and inequalities of cultural capital are constantly at play within 
inclusive dance practice. My discussion of specific dance contexts situates the agency of disabled 
participants in dealing with concrete inequalities in strategic performative ways. I argue that, 
according to my experience and based on my ethnographic study, disabled participants are able to 
employ a corporeal volition expressed in dance, which often resists discourses and perspectives 
that are imposed externally on them. I suggest that each time inclusion is imposed uncritically - 
as a dominant conceptual model of regulating relationships between different bodies - the social 
agents who participate in the inclusive dance process can, and often do, contest the discourse by 
using their bodies/minds in very competent performances of positive self-determination.
1.2 The Politics of Inclusion
The last two decades have seen an intellectual debate, which prioritises the use of the term 
‘inclusive’ over the term ‘integrated’ to designate the identity and practices of companies and
institutions, especially those working with people with and without disabilities. Even though the 
terms are often used interchangeably, the ways in which different organisations opt for one or the 
other reveal a struggle over the principles of their use. Antagonism between the concepts of 
integration and inclusion represents social antagonism between specific groups and interests. 
These groups interpret identity and diversity in different ways, and they invest different values in 
their application.
In the context of British educational policy and research in schooling, ‘integration’ is an earlier 
term chronologically, introduced during the 1970s. It was made popular by Baroness Wamock in 
her report into the education of ‘handicapped’ children (DES, 1978). The publication of this 
report is considered as the event that triggered the integration of children with ‘special needs’ into 
mainstream education. However, since the 1990s the term ‘integration’ has been criticised as a 
limiting concept linked to a restricted understanding of diversity merely as presence of visible 
impairments. Dance educators working with disabled artists, such as Adam Benjamin, co­
founder and former artistic director of CandoCo Dance Company, came to regret the fact that the 
term ‘integration’ has been associated wrongly with disability.^
‘Integrated’ is a word that is rarely used amongst the members of CandoCo, 
where we tend to view ourselves simply as a dance company. Ironically, a word 
that means complete and whole has come to be used a bit like a road sign 
warning the unsuspecting of the presence of wheelchairs. As I wrote when we 
applied for our first funding, the need to describe the company as integrated is a 
reflection of society that is itself in many ways dis-integrated.
Benjamin, 1995, p.l4.
In 1997 Tony Blair’s New Labour manifesto and subsequent policies adopted the term ‘inclusion’ 
as a more encompassing alternative to ‘integration’ (detailed critical analysis of New Labour’s 
rhetoric on inclusion is offered in Chapter 2). Since then, ‘inclusive’ has become the dominant 
term to designate curricula and efforts that deal with social disadvantage. Organisations such as
 ^ CandoCo is a leading contemporary dance company of disabled and non-disabled dancers in Britain. Its 
ethos is to bring contemporary dance by professional disabled and able-bodied dancers to wider 
audiences. The company was founded in 1991 by Celeste Dandeker and Adam Benjamin and has been 
lauded for its theatrical originality and choreographic innovation. It operates an ambitious 
commissioning policy that has resulted in over thirty new works by internationally renowned 
choreographers, such as Emilyn Claid, Siobhan Davies, Fin Walker, Stephen Petronio, Rafael Bonachela, 
Arthur Pita, Javier de Frutos. CandoCo is funded by the Arts section of the British Council and is 
touring extensively nationally and abroad. The company has won multiple prestigious awards, and since 
2004 has been running a Foundation Course in Dance solely for Disabled Students, which is unique in its 
kind. In August 2008 members of Candoco were selected to perform as part of a delegation of artists 
representing London 2012 in the globally televised closing ceremony for the Beijing Olympics.
ChickenShed amongst others, were quick to familiarise themselves with inclusive terminology as 
this seemed to assist them in raising awareness of their social relevance and eventually attract 
funding/ However, other groups that had been active and vocal in their work with disability did 
not espouse the new vocabulary uncritically. The shift in the discourse and the amount of 
theoretical analysis devoted to support the inclusive agenda were seen by many to be no more 
than “a fashionable change in politically correct semantics” (Mittler, 2000, p. 10).’ Distancing 
themselves from the choices of the political hegemony, practitioners such as Benjamin opted for 
loyalty to the term ‘integration’ thanks to its relation to the idea of ‘integrity’.® In light of 
Benjamin’s critique, inclusion may represent a liberal, but imprecise and potentially patronising 
concept.^ Inclusion is thus contested for its relation to dominant social groups and the cultural 
mainstream. In my analysis I choose to discuss this contestation and relate it to the possibility of 
alternative conceptualisations of dance pedagogy resulting in alternative forms of inclusive 
practice.
In the field of dance practice, Benjamin opts for integration as an open-ended creative process, 
rather than inclusion as a ready-made product and policy aim delivered top-to-bottom by cultural 
hegemony. In his seminal book on dance and disability, Making an Entrance. Theory and 
Practice for Disabled and Non-Disabled Dancers (2002), Benjamin presents integration as a 
challenge for society as a whole and a concept that invites everyone to think about their personal 
commitment to address the inequalities of everyday life. It is a radical process that could cause 
friction and unease in contrast with a ‘politically correct’ practice that does not push individuals 
to discover their particular role in the changing of mentalities. Benjamin appears to celebrate the 
fluidity and indeterminacy of the practices of teaching, learning and performing dance, which go 
beyond fixed governmental prerequisites to challenge official categorisations. At the same time
 ^ See Sara Houston’s thesis for an analysis of how community dance establishments and projects also 
aligned themselves with New Labour ideology in this respect (2004, see also Houston, 2005).
’ Mittler remarks on the differing attitudes towards inclusion. He in fact supports a critical re-evaluation of 
the concept.
® See Benjamin’s writings on integration as “the quality of having no part missing or left out”, 1995, p. 14.
 ^The term ‘liberal’ is used throughout the thesis. It relates to the Western political tradition of liberalism 
as a doctrine marked off from conservatism and socialism. It holds that the purpose of democratic states 
and society as an “association of independent individuals” is to “facilitate the projects (or ‘happiness’) of 
its members” (Outhwaite, 1993, p.346). The thesis illustrates criticisms of liberalism as constructing 
illusory freedom and neutrality that conceal the power and inequalities by which social order is 
maintained (Outhwaite, 1993, p.347).
Benjamin’s writings illustrate the importance of examining the problem of inclusive terminology 
as an aspect of ideology and power struggle between those naming and those being named.
Such, in a very brief summary, is the animated history of the multifaceted realm of inclusion. By 
referring to Benjamin, as surely not the only one but perhaps the most widely known exponent of 
dance and disability, I offered only a glimpse of the various repercussions and transformations of 
the concept of inclusion in the field of dance. Researchers in education, who in fact promote and 
substantiate a public debate on the notion of inclusivity, identify key problems and threats to the 
future of inclusive practice. One of them is the lack of precision in definitions of inclusion (Feller 
and Gibson, 1999). The arguments I put forward in this thesis address the disparate 
interpretations of inclusivity as they materialise within the literature of a small but interesting 
sample of dance institutions and their practices. Nevertheless, my purpose is not to value one 
existing interpretation over the others. The aim is rather to analyse knowledge and lived 
experience as offered through dance, to show that dance participants are social agents who 
construct for themselves and embody their own understanding of cultural identity and difference 
actively. Disabled participants dancing together with non-disabled participants are the agents of 
inclusion; their joined performances can go beyond dominant perceptions of inclusion to reach 
the domain of alternative embodiment and utopian forms of sociality.
Another problem, identified within the scholarship on inclusion, is the lack of research evidence 
on how and why inclusive practices often fail to avoid categorisation and exclusion (Feiler and 
Gibson, 1999). In this respect, as a researcher located within the discipline of dance studies and 
based on my personal dance teaching experiences and case study, I propose an analysis of dance 
practices that can yield evidence as to specific categories of students that can become excluded in 
an inclusive setting. I argue that the pedagogic process and the performance of inclusive dance 
involve a multitude of identities and relationships between identities. In my experience, unequal 
relationships are not always acknowledged consciously or spelled out explicitly by the 
teachers/leaders in the process of problem-solving towards an inclusive educational and artistic 
outcome. My intention nevertheless is not to point to the conceptual failings of individuals like 
myself or other people within the company I trained with. The aim is to test the hypothesis that
Benjamin is not the only one to voice concerns about the way governmental use of the arts ossifies the 
critical and counter-hegemonic applications of dance practice. A large number of community arts 
practitioners argue for critical radicalism and artistic autonomy in redefining the terminology, social 
relevance and purpose of the arts (see community dance artist Lomas and visual artist Shaw in Kuppers, 
Robertson, 2007).
my own culturally acquired biases affect the inclusion/exclusion of my students. One of the 
arguments I put forward in my analysis is that participation in mainstream inclusive settings alone 
does not always ensure equality amongst participants. Equality and increased access for all 
would in fact require new critical attitudes and a systematic questioning of ethnic, social class and 
disability biases present in both the leaders and the participants.
In this study I investigate the paradoxical politics of inclusion, as a philosophy that draws upon 
the ideals of social justice and equal opportunity whilst it is entangled in a wider discourse that is 
often riddled with inequalities. Research on concrete practices of dance tuition and performance 
can reveal the contradictory and highly creative process by which individuals assert their 
difference within an established framework that frequently favours cohesion and commonality. 
Social categories of difference and their cultural representation are understood as linked to 
personal agency and far from being passive labels. Analysing dance practice can show the 
importance of both the teachers’ and the students’ choices in adapting and altering the structure 
that is inflexible and irresponsive to individual needs. In the context of problematising the 
discourse of inclusion, I investigate difference and individuality expressed in inclusive dance as 
aspects of, what Giroux calls “a representational politics”:
pushing against the boundaries of cultural containment... a site of pedagogic 
struggle in which the legacies of dominant histories, codes and relations become 
unsettled and thus open to being challenged and rewritten.
Giroux, 1993, p. 121.
My research is based on the premise that the strengths and weaknesses, the limitations and 
possibilities of the concept of inclusivity and its pedagogy can be exposed and critiqued fruitfully 
by studying its manifestations in dance. Real dancing bodies of real social agents can 
demonstrate how inclusion and exclusion operate, what symbolic form they take, and what 
aesthetics they produce. Ultimately, I argue that the ultimate test of the idea of inclusion lies in 
its lived everyday embodiment by different individuals with their diverse abilities for personal 
and cultural transformation.
13 The Case Study — Why ChickenShed?
In articulating a critical analysis of the idea of inclusion in dance, the main strategy I adopt 
consists in proposing the case study of ChickenShed Theatre Company as a remarkable and
10
contradictory terrain, which provides a range of examples of inclusion in terms of processes, 
people, interactions and structures. The objective is to raise doubt about the current theory of 
inclusion and to question its practice by looking at a single case study in depth and detail. The 
choice of an ethnographic case study puts the emphasis on the ‘particular’ rather than the 
‘general’, the ‘individual’ rather than the ‘collective’, the artistic practice rather than the socio­
cultural discourse. The focus is on difference and individual agency to counterbalance the 
supposedly cohesive, homogeneous and patterned nature of the inclusive theory under study.
At this point, it is necessary to offer a brief account of the company’s history, the context of its 
emergence and its distinct identity. ChickenShed was established in 1974 by musician/composer 
Jo Collins MBE, and drama teacher/theatre director Mary Ward. The company began its work in 
a disused bam and had an initial membership of thirty. In Making an Entrance Benjamin 
mentions ChickenShed in his analysis of the historical and cultural factors that served to promote 
integrated dance practices in Britain (2002, p.38). He offers a detailed account of the influences 
that heralded the emergence of disabled dancers, such as the reformist political and legislative 
spirit of the 1960s and 1970s. Benjamin also reflects on trends and innovations within dance 
experimentation, as well as the choreographic developments that addressed difference and helped 
to expand traditional movement vocabulary by challenging dominant notions of ability and 
technique." According to Benjamin, companies such as ChickenShed took shape in the context 
of efforts by people such as Peter Brinson, Gina Levete, Wolfgang Stange and Fergus Early.”  
They had challenged the exclusivity of professional dance and established accessible community 
dance projects. Their efforts resulted in the creation of the influential community arts movement 
of the 1970s and 1980s that, in Benjamin’s view, helped to promote a more inclusive dance and 
theatre culture.
"  Benjamin refers to the work of Merce Cunningham, Yvonne Rainer, Steve Paxton and the evolution of 
Contact Improvisation (2002, p.31-32).
”  Brinson was a British dance activist and critic. In 1964 he founded Ballet for All; the first dance 
education unit attached to the Royal Ballet. Levete (author of the influential guide to creative 
improvisation for people with disabilities No Handicap to Dance, 1982) is the founder of Shape; an 
organization established in 1976 by disabled and able-bodied people in order to tackle the exclusion of 
many arts festivals at the time. Shape is still active in launcing projects in schools, prisons and arts 
centres across London. Its aim is to enable disabled people to access the arts. Stange was a student of 
the distinguished dance expressionist Hilde Holger. His interest in dance as a therapeutic force led him 
to work with Levete in running movement sessions at institutions for people with severe learning 
difficulties during the late 1970s. In 1980, Stange founded Amici Dance Company, which is still very 
active in its efforts towards accessible, integrated dance theatre. Early had experience in dance in 
education with Royal Ballet’s educational group Ballet for All. In 1987 he founded Green Candle. The 
company currently runs various projects for primary and special needs schools. Its aim is to fight against 
the marginalisation of young children, the elderly and people with disabilities. Green Candle has a 
tradition of performing in schools, hospitals, residential homes and day centres.
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ChickenShed is part of that legacy. It was founded by artists and teachers who lived through the 
explosion of community arts, and were inspired by the plethora of educational programmes 
available. ChickenShed during the 1980s was running such programmes in church halls around 
London and was introducing innovative performing arts practices to mainstream and special 
needs schools. In 1982, the group started formal links with the Cheviots Children’s Centre; a 
school for children with special needs run by John Bull; currently the company’s Chief 
Executive. Since then, ChickenShed has been on the map of institutions characterised by a 
progressive and inclusive approach to the arts and education. In that sense, ChickenShed is not 
dissimilar to companies like Jabadao, Green Candle, Salamanda Tandem, Common Ground and 
Amici. The company has charitable status and a Trust intended for “those who would be at risk 
of exclusion, through factors of health, social development or ethnic diversity"}^
There is however something quite distinctive to ChickenShed, which is in part what gives the 
case study a specific critical focus; its high profile in the mainstream, and the type of sponsorship 
this has attracted. Despite the context of its emergence and links to the democratising of the arts 
that occurred during the 1970s, the company never entered the circle of community arts 
organisations.*'* It has sought a more ‘professional’ identity and appealed to media such as the 
television convincing A-list supporters to put their weight behind it.*^  Television appearances 
and West End performances, at a time when other groups favoured non-mainstream venues for 
the distribution of their work, marked ChickenShed’s distinct approach to achieving inclusion by 
reaching large audiences and gaining popular visibility for its practices. While other companies 
aligned themselves under umbrella concepts and foundations to secure survival and financial 
support from the Arts Council of England, ChickenShed remained a more solitary site relying on
"  The words in italics represent ChickenShed’s preferred terminology to address disability, class and race. 
The quotation featured in the company’s old website, www.chickenshed.org.uk. 2003.
*'* ChickenShed is not for instance a member of the Foundation for Community Dance, as are Green 
Candle, and Common Ground. The term ‘Community arts’ signifies a set of diverse practices where 
artists often relinquish their ‘specialist’ status and share the creative process with people who are 
traditionally seen as amateurs. Community arts projects often foreground concepts such as democratic 
life and support emerging educative or sociopolitical aims. Community dance is part of such arts projects 
and can be loosely defined as a participatory activity that focuses on the participants, promotes inclusion 
and celebrates diversity. For an investigation of the agenda and issues confronting community 
performance see Kuppers, Robertson, 2007. For definitions and case studies of community dance 
practice see Amans, 2008.
Television producer Malcolm Heyworth supported ChickenShed in gaining exposure and the public 
endorsement of the likes of Dame Judi Dench, Michael Williams, Pauline Collins and Sir Trevor Nunn.
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its charitable status and the patronage of benefactors such as Lord and Lady Rayne and the late 
Princess Diana.
The research undertaken for this thesis, whilst benefiting from ChickenShed’s status and my 
familiarity with its sophisticated structures and settings, also sees them as central to its critique. 
The research process was feasible only through the company’s informed consent. Members of 
the company’s education and outreach team were informed in person about my intention to study 
their practices in order to write a doctoral thesis on the subject. They kindly provided me with 
and permitted the use of written and visual documentation for the purposes of my theoretical 
inquiry. They offered me unpublished material on the company’s policy and teaching techniques 
thus complementing the practitioner’s methodology pack I was given as part of my inclusive 
training. During my research and work with the company I have enjoyed full access to the 
premises, courses, workshops, performances and talks that ensured an in-depth understanding of 
the company’s ethos. I was also invited to perform in the company’s Christmas show in 2002. 1 
was allowed to attend for free a range of special shows and rehearsals that I would not have 
otherwise accessed. My personal involvement in the company endowed me with a number of 
long-term and complex personal relationships that have contributed immensely to my perspective 
regarding inclusive practice. Intimate knowledge and acquaintance with members of 
ChickenShed and their worldviews was obtained through social and creative contact in training 
sessions and time spent in informal discussions during breaks and general socialising. Members 
of ChickenShed were not only informed and aware of my ongoing personal inquiry but have also 
been keen to debate ideas, share resources and discuss theories with me.'^
The company’s members demonstrated a committed attitude towards debating the idea of 
inclusive performing arts thus inspiring me to undertake an intellectually honest critique of its 
implementation. ChickenShed’s unique, accessible and thoroughly systematised discourse and 
technique of teaching and performing inclusively offered my inquiry a solid base from which to 
flourish and take unexpected theoretical routes. Critical analysis of the company’s methodology 
acted as a mechanism to gain insights into my personal practice and thinking. Training with 
ChickenShed gave me the opportunity to test my teaching skills with a new and exciting group of
I reciprocated the hospitable attitude and openness by donating textbooks on inclusive education and 
integrated dance for potential use by the company’s BTEC teachers and education officers. On several 
occasions I discussed the arguments and alternative viewpoints expressed in this and other literature with 
ChickenShed’s education officers and members of the dance department, in an effort to explain my 
differing perspectives and to seek feedback furthering the dialogue and comprehension between us.
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children and fellow volunteers. It is thanks to all the people at New Shed Inc. that this research 
was made possible. Material from our hved and shared situations and my field notes from 
embodied performances of members of New Shed Inc. expose the complexity and difficulty of 
inclusion compared with the more clear-cut theoretical expositions in parts of ChickenShed’s 
methodology. However, I believe that this complexity is generally acknowledged and valued by 
the company’s educational officers who have always encouraged me to experience inclusion for 
myself and draw my own conclusions.
In fact, my project criticises a number of practices of the company in which I worked, learned and 
developed. As is my ethical duty, I draw clear distinctions between descriptive field notes and 
my own judgments on them. I also wish to counteract any negative repercussions for 
ChickenShed and its members in the light of some of the outcomes of this study. For this reason I 
stress that the company has shown me an open mind-set by welcoming constructive criticism that 
aims at consolidating and improving its inclusive legacy. In this respect and despite my personal 
opinion on some of its ways, ChickenShed is not to be considered obsolete or failing in its efforts 
but a company pioneering in its philosophy and practice and generous enough to allow for the 
voicing of different views. More specifically, the case study of the company takes the form of a 
‘critique’ raised by the ways in which the initial outreach programme I participated in developed 
into a different set of discourse and practices.”  The process, by which ChickenShed moved from 
a programme that had inclusive volunteerism as its core to a franchising project setting up 
satellite groups called Sheds, is analysed as an illustration of the challenges of commercial 
economy and neoliberal ideology.”  When volunteer practitioners were asked to write a letter to 
support ChickenShed’s application for funding to sustain its national outreach programme, I 
contributed the following statement:
ChickenShed has sown a wonderful seed of creativity for Newham. Its dedicated 
people established a sort of incubator for new ideas to emerge. At this stage it is
”  The concept of ‘critique’ derives from cultural studies. It applies to “the cultural study of social 
processes and cultural texts” (Brooker, 1999, p.45). Critique integrating a range of methods from 
different academic disciplines (sociology, ethnography, textual analysis) constitutes “a radicalising, 
broadly political activity... a vital defining aspect of engaged intellectual work or cultural politics” 
(Brooker, 1999, p.45).
”  ‘Neoliberalism’ is the term designating the conservative aspect of liberalism (Outhwaite, 1993, p.436). 
Adopted by New Right agendas in the 1980s, as a reaction to socialism and state intervention, it praises 
the free market for its order and deplores any politics “pretending to define knowledge of human needs”. 
The thesis incorporates critiques of neoliberalism as a discourse of late capitalism, which challenge the 
faith in the market as maximising human freedom and choice. Further definitions and analysis in relation 
to inclusion, arts and education are offered in Chapter 4.
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up to us, volunteering Arts Practitioners of New Shed Inc. to continue this 
challenging but extremely useful effort. Both practitioners and participants are 
very enthusiastic about this project. ChickenShed inspired everybody with their 
vision of “theatre for all”. As volunteers we will make every possible effort to 
make sure the seed grows up to bear the fruits of achievement.
Christina Kostoula, 2004.
My research started with the intention to investigate the methodology of inclusion in its 
application to the teaching and performing of dance. The first year of the study coincided with 
the beginning of my inclusive training. The enthusiasm accompanying active involvement in 
ChickenShed’s workshops was pervasive. The temper of the writing process was almost 
uncritically optimistic and affirmative of the accomplishments of the inclusive philosophy as I 
experienced it within the company settings. Towards the end of the second year however, and as 
our newly set up outreach group was faced with difficulties and uncertainties, the tone and 
general mode of inquiry altered. The will to gesture towards the successes of inclusion was 
countered by more reflective and critical thinking regarding its limitations. As ChickenShed 
failed to secure Arts Council funding for its programme. New Shed Inc. paused to consider its 
options. Until the disbandment of the initial team of people in 2005, its creative work remained 
in the hands of a small group of volunteering arts practitioners and participants from the local 
communities.
ChickenShed’s website features today the statement I made in 2004, encouraging new 
practitioners to join the company’s projects. It clarifies however, under the heading Set Up a 
Shed, that the company does not provide “centralised control” and that it does not offer a national 
artistic programme, but just shares its inclusive creative process. The online document states that 
the Sheds are autonomous but together form a network called ShedLink, and suggests that they 
apply for independent funding to organisations of their choice. A list of current Sheds features 
brands such as HerbalLife next to the name of the Shed indicating a possible source of 
commercial funding. The name of my former group New Shed appears on the list. The website 
informs visitors that there is a new group that meets at a new location in Newham and mentions 
that a “dedicated group of volunteers had kept the group going for three years until funding was 
secured by Newham Children’s Fund”. For my part, I am currently no longer involved in New 
Shed or ChickenShed’s projects.”
”  My distancing from the company is not the result of an ideological disagreement but of life 
circumstances and change in prerogatives. Such change was dictated by the requirements of a full-time 
PhD study coupled with a big pause in my dance teaching career; a consequence of a road accident I had 
in 2005 that left me unable to practice dance for a year a half.
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The motivation behind choosing ChickenShed as my case study is a complex one. It is 
simultaneously the result of intriguing personal life encounters and experiences; the outcome of 
insight or disillusionment with some of the company’s deficiencies, paired with an academic 
critical interest to analyse what happened to the practices of my outreach group when discourses 
and structures appeared to change and challenge us. The grounding of the analysis in concrete 
examples from dance practice offers the opportunity to illustrate exactly how ChickenShed’s 
inclusive ideology can be reproduced or challenged performatively by individual agencies. The 
study of dancing agencies, furthermore, shows that cultural participants are able to go beyond 
binaries of compliance or resistance to an existing discourse, in order to create possibilities for the 
emergence of alternative practices. Perceiving dance as a site of critical praxis, I mobilise my 
case study to offer examples of cultural performances strengthening a theorisation of individuality 
and agency in response to a perceived inclusive structure.
The critique of ChickenShed, in light of my experiences within New Shed Inc, is based on a 
dance ethnography model of participatory critical research (see Buckland, 1999, Thomas, 2004). 
The practice of dance provides the basis to bring into focus elements of socio-cultural critique. 
My analysis of ChickenShed’s practices alludes to a critique of the neoliberal promise of 
egalitarianism, access and self-realisation. The aim is to explore where and why ChickenShed’s 
philosophy and outreach policy were at odds with the local knowledge produced by members of 
New Shed Inc. The thesis reveals the contradictions inherent in the efforts of ChickenShed at a 
time when the priorities of economic production and marketing push the company to advertise its 
practices as life-changing and as leading the way towards justice and equality. ChickenShed and 
its inclusive tradition can indeed demonstrate inspirational examples of human understanding 
through the arts. It does for example bring together individuals from different bands of life and 
encourage communication between them.^° The same is true for many other dance organisations 
that have been working towards breaking barriers between people and labels.^' The thesis does 
not deny the achievements of inclusive arts and the communitarian ideal. I do, however, argue 
that economic and political priorities sometimes require the arts to measure, evaluate and sell
^  A  typical ChickenShed workshop includes children and youth members, individuals with physical, 
sensorial and learning impairments, as well as behavioural disabilities.
See for example Magpie, a dance group based in Bromley, UK that integrates people with and without 
learning disabilities, and also Anjali; another British dance company where all members are learning 
disabled and train to choreograph their own work.
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their creative output by appropriating an ideology that derives from trading commodities, and that 
this can be paradoxical and problematic for inclusive art practices.
The arguments in this thesis assert that the possibility of dance to create an alternative reality is 
always there but that it is not linear or predictable. Arts organisations that behave as commercial 
ventures cannot always produce a repeatable and reliable outcome of inclusion and 
empowerment, because their product actually depends upon an idiosyncratic creative production. 
Inclusive dance cannot be said to offer guarantees of equality and harmony because it is a process 
that involves people with fluid cultural identities, conflicting personal desires and social 
aspirations. ChickenShed’s inclusion cannot always deliver what it promises. Importantly, the 
critique does not attack the company for failing to establish equality, but targets the dominant 
discourse that promotes the selling of inclusion as a cultural product and constructs social 
promises that are very hard to keep.
Finally, the choice and analysis of ChickenShed reflects the respect and personal esteem that I 
have for the professional staff of the company and the members of my group. This respect is also 
part of being a teacher and developing trusting relationships with the subjects of my study. 
Within this relationship I was made to feel free to act with integrity. I undertook the particular 
case study so that any results may be of usefulness to other outreach practitioners and to the 
members of ChickenShed themselves. As an ethical prerequisite I account for the privilege of my 
choice, knowledge and power to study other members. I aim towards self-analysis before I 
attempt any interpretation. I do not wish to speak for  others but account for my own views first. 
I do not claim to be better than the people I analyse; I just claim to have found a way to explain 
how I came to understand what I critique. My practice with ChickenShed helped me to form 
questions that may lead others inside and outside the company to study inclusion further, perhaps 
by linking their efforts with those of other inclusive sites. ChickenShed could perhaps use the 
results of this study to look further within its settings and its own people for alternative answers 
drawing on unexploited resources. My inquiry and its results are offered as an indication of 
alternative inclusive practice for the consideration of people invested in the idea of inclusion and 
equality, such as the people of ChickenShed indeed.
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1.4 Inclusion in Dance: Agency and Critical Pedagogy
The thesis is not unresponsive to research findings indicating that schools and teachers are 
struggling to respond to inclusive requirements given the wide array of students and their needs 
(Aniftos and MacLuskie, 2004). The experience of working as a freelance dance and drama tutor 
running dance and drama clubs in early years settings and mainstream primary schools, has 
offered me the opportunity to recognise first hand the challenges that face contemporary teachers 
in inner-city settings. The realisation, which incited the writing of this thesis, is that inclusion as 
the current way of organising classroom practices tends to fail some children. Teaching dance as 
and corporeal way of problem-solving gave me specific insights as to the cultural identities of 
children that can be failed and excluded by dominant inclusive practices. The thesis looks at 
danced manifestations and embodied communication during performing arts workshops and 
studies the parameters and the conditions of exclusion. By looking at dance in the hope that it 
yields a new type of embodied knowledge about inclusion/exclusion, the analysis reveals the 
complexity of what is at stake; to reconceptualise and redefine the idea of inclusion rather than 
dismiss it as unrealistic and inapplicable. The aim is to mobilise dance knowledge to articulate an 
alternative ontology of inclusion; not as a theoretical prerequisite but as an ongoing embodied 
cultural praxis towards the recognition of individuality and its acceptance within the group.
The case study of a performing arts institution operating under the New Labour government in 
contemporary Britain reveals the specific but also transient manifestations of unequal relations 
between dance participants. As a practitioner/researcher, I choose to consider my students’ 
gender and socio-economic background in relation to wide-held definitions, as well as my own 
perceptions of ability, as these can contribute to distinctions and inequality. I look for unequal 
relations during our dance practices with an emphasis on their embodiment and the potential to 
transcend inequality. Analytical attention is also afforded to the lived and material groundings of 
difference as this is expressed in the specific contexts of our dance encounters. My argument 
develops around the hypothesis that participants are not passive but active in their efforts for the 
inclusion of their cultural identities. Understanding and acceptance of individual identities, more 
often than not, intersects with prevailing thinking around ability and disability. This is why I 
think it is important to problematise existing views on what constitutes dis/ability in dance 
pedagogy. The prevalent sense that “the individual is ft-agile and in need of protection rather than 
intelligent and self-defining” needs reconsideration, argues conununity artist Becky Shaw who 
works with disabled people, and I concur with her (2007, p. 126). Inclusion in dance is not a
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procedure to be managed by leaders responsible for the accommodation of those with no relevant 
ability. I argue that it is a student-generated, self-willed process towards participation and 
ownership of the creative production. The embodied struggle for inclusion comes from the 
participants’ base, especially when inclusive moralising tends to be dictated from the top.
My critique suggests that ChickenShed’s discourse and methodology of inclusion tend to ignore 
the expressive negotiations and real conflicts based on cultural difference. Their ultimate goal is 
to achieve community and cohesion through the practice of dance. Explicit acknowledgement of 
the cultural subjectivities involved in the creative process, such as reference to disability, 
economic disadvantage or ethnicity, is considered by ChickenShed to be divisive and unhelpful to 
inclusion.
There are two types of people: those who believe there are two types of people, 
and those who don’t. At ChickenShed there is only one type of people: 
everyone. We want to share this with everyone. So less of the world has to wait.
www.chickenshed.org.uk
This thesis discusses how neoliberal/Third Way ideology employs inclusivity as a metaphor to 
idealise social reality and point away from problematic relations. At the same time that it 
preaches creative harmony, this form of inclusion appears to deny any social complexity. But 
doing away with critical and sociological thought on inequality, inclusivity can fall into the trap 
of dividing people according to new binaries; a) those able to include, or able to become 
included, and b) those not able to participate in the inclusive system at all.
This research supports the view that a critical literacy is needed to grasp the complexity of the 
sociological within the symbolic. The research process aims to reclaim dance as a symbolic 
practice that can go beyond the inclination to homogenise or to compartmentalise. Inclusive 
dance is not merely a product that can be sold or a unifying idea or sentiment that should be 
reproduced at all price, but a lived negotiation between different individuals. Dance is a form of 
critical pedagogy that can help to understand social inclusion as a human process, which is fluid, 
creative and extraordinarily contradictory. In my efforts to grasp the political workings of 
inclusive practice, I mobilise a critical vocabulary rendering indicators of social difference, which 
are neglected by the inclusive discourse, more visible.^^ I acknowledge, however, that this
Concepts of political economy are appropriated throughout my analysis of class, economic disadvantage 
and relations of production (as in Strinati, 1995, pp.116-157, and in Jenks, 1993, pp.66-95). Disability
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vocabulary can also lead to binaries between the dominant and the dominated. Grounding the 
analysis back to dance and its performative politics can help to see identity and agency as 
unstable and dynamic, albeit facilitated or delimited by social structures and the economy. The 
biggest challenge of the research has been to recognise the ‘alterity’ within the dance and avoid 
inscribing it with a binary perception of either resistance or dominance.’  ^ The research process 
shows that dance agency opens up optimistic possibilities for alternative aesthetics and alternative 
consciousness, which could eventually make hegemonic concepts of ability seem obsolete (see 
Chapter 7). Inclusion in dance, as in society I suggest, is an elusive phenomenon. Equality can 
be expressed tenuously in the symbolisms used by dance aesthetics and in the educational 
discourse adopted, but at the same time it can be missing from the individual embodied realm of 
the participant. At other times equality can be experienced by a small group of individuals in a 
studio, or school hall, whereas it is totally lacking in the wider social circumstances that surround 
them. The limitations posed to dance equality as an alternative to social inequality are ultimately 
posed by the human beings themselves not the structures that surround them.
There are definite ethical and social responsibilities to projects that use dance for emancipation. 
These seem to be substantiated in the questions asked by community dance practitioners Emslie 
and Akroyd:
Who are we to assume that people need to transform or change? Are we 
encouraging a way of thinking and being that in actuality doesn’t transfer and 
translate into the realms of day-to-day living?
Emslie and Aykroyd, 2004, p.23
Modernist projects of social enlightenment and emancipation have been critiqued extensively in 
postmodernism (Foucault, 1987). Reflecting the postmodern turn in cultural theory and dance 
studies, I mobilise Henry A. Giroux’s (1993) theory of critical pedagogy and Peter McLaren’s 
(1999) concept of “critical performance pedagogy” as key intellectual sources of alternative
theory’s leanings on Marxist, neo-Marxist and post-Marxist vocabulary to articulate oppression informs 
my analysis. Within dance studies, there are also Marxist and post-Marxist critiques of cultural 
ideologies that have become established as a way to integrate sociopolitical perspectives into the analysis 
of dance (see Alderson’s Althusserian framework for a class analysis of Giselle, 1997 and Franko’s use 
of Marxian thought, 1995, 2002 and the post-Marxian theory of Lukâcz, 1997).
“  The concept of alterity in the representation of the body is linked with the work of Elisabeth Grosz 
(1994). Focus on alterity can refine traditional sociological and often binary conceptions of the self. For 
that to occur, the characteristics of bodily experience should be attended to with care and without bias. 
“Alterity is the very possibility and process of embodiment”, writes Grosz (1994, p.209, quoted in 
Cooper-Albright, 1997, p. 146).
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thinking on structure and agency appropriate for the study of inclusive dance education. Within 
dance studies, Randy Martin offers an equally useful theorisation accounting for political 
imagination and social transformative agency expressed in dance (1998). Martin sees dance as 
the site where social context and aesthetic content interact actively in the form of the reflective 
politically “mobilised” body (1998, pp. 12-13).
The theory of critical pedagogy I employ is committed to the values of equality and justice and 
appears to seek, in spite of the challenges, “an intellectual enlightenment occurring through a 
process of critical-contextual reflection upon ‘everyday’ experience” (Shapiro, 1999, p.53). '^* 
Critical pedagogy and its proponents do not intend to offer a definitive formula for emancipating 
people. Critical pedagogy is a radical project in the sense that it resists modernist generalisation 
based on assumptions of a common social predicament, such as disability or class. Following the 
theoretical paradigm of critical pedagogy and critical disability theory (see Kuppers, 2000), my 
critique is situated in specific dance contexts where class, race, gender and disability are identities 
chosen strategically in the performances of individual agents. I see dance as a “representational 
pedagogy”, which involves real and embodied experiences not merely general, socially 
determined and passive indicators of difference (Giroux, 1993, p.l21). My dance ethnography 
records the language and gestures that my students use to construct their own performances of 
identity and transformation, thus I propose an account of their inclusive agency within our dance. 
I try not to pre-empt their responses according to fixed labels, that are often part of my previous 
training and habitus, but recognise their performing power to express their chosen representation 
as something positive and creative, and as something that is fluid and changeable; not merely the 
result of a social system or model.
Insight from dance practice moreover reveals that not all eveiyday experience and phenomena 
can be “attributable to external factors or accountable to external criteria” (Emslie and Akroyd, 
2004, p.22). Equality and inclusion can be seen as transformations occurring in dance not as a 
result of a wider critical or political project, but as a personal “self-motivated” and “self­
monitoring” project (Emslie and Akroyd, 2004, p.22). Within the field of dance studies, Randy 
Martin also invites dance researchers to understand the politics of change from within the agency
Shapiro appropriates for dance education the Critical Pedagogy of Paolo Freire (1970) and Giroux 
(1993). ‘Pedagogy’ comes from the ancient Greek words ‘paidion’: young person and ‘agogy’: leading 
towards a certain direction. Critical pedagogy mobilises theories from Marxist, feminist and other 
traditions in order to articulate a radical critique of power and inspire political praxis and educational 
projects against oppression (see bel hooks, 1994).
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and action of the individual dancing body, instead of just considering structure and power “as an 
external force that seeks to move people” (1998, p. 12). This thesis explores the alternative 
inclusive politics offered by dance practice whilst pointing towards the contradictions within 
inclusive dance projects. Although unpredictability is part of the social equation, dance can help 
individuals realise their critical competence and practical judgement and use it to imagine and, 
however limitedly, act to fulfil their own needs. Critical dance studies, disability studies, critical 
pedagogy and dance education, inspired by their principles, ultimately can be used to outline the 
same critical project:
A praxis conducted within the context of rather severe constraints, including the 
limits of rational discourse and the inevitability of difference and the unknowable 
... [its] first impulse seems to be directed toward the elimination of human 
suffering ... but suffering [inequalities, exclusion] might not be a thing that can 
be eliminated in any total way because it is in human life itself.
Stanley, 1992, p.220.
25Dance can lead to an awareness of and sensitivity to difference, otherness and inequality. 
Teaching, learning, performing and perceiving dance can help develop critical judgment and 
social praxis; dance can also encourage new ways of questioning. This questioning becomes 
embodied in creative practice that does not fail to consider its variables and its contradictions. In 
this way the aesthetic can be linked to life and material change. Finally, research asking 
questions that account equally for the lived, the textual and the sociological can address dance as
both the quest for human meaning and the struggle for human possibility in a 
world that frequently forecloses difference and imagination ... at once both 
existential and political ... [it] recognises the significance of the human capacity 
to imagine and create -  to liberate us from our own constructions.
Stanley, 1992, p.220.
1.5 Interdisciplinary Research Design
The choice of methodology for this thesis constitutes a subjective act of social positioning and of 
raising a particular agenda within the field of inclusive dance. In my analysis I seek to be 
explicitly political and acknowledge my own theoretical perspectives in order to provide insights 
that aim at the ultimate transformation of the existing discourse and suggest alternative models of
The term ‘difference’ here and throughout the thesis is understood both as an expression of identity - 
delimited by social binaries based on material conditions - and as a non-essentialist notion of cultural 
subjectivity that is “in the constant process of being constructed” (Brooker, 1999, p.64).
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inclusive practice. My methodological design draws inspiration from the work of cultural studies 
scholars Saukko (2003) and Kellner (1997). Writing within an interpretive and qualitative 
paradigm for socio-cultural research, Saukko presents a threefold approach that combines: a) 
“lived”, b) “textual”, and c) “political” analysis to account for cultural phenomena. Kellner also 
advocates trans-methodological study; a multi-layering of new ethnography, poststructuralist 
critical strategies and principles of political economy, which he terms “multiperspectival” critical 
research.^^ Kellner and Saukko’s revisionist cultural project is appropriate for the agenda of the 
thesis and is also linked with trends of sociological revisionism manifested within research in 
education by Stanley (1992), Bernstein (1996), Carspecken (1996), and McLaren (1999). Hence 
I make use of a three-strand methodological outlook combining poststructuralist and socio­
political analysis with hermeneutic/ethnographic strategies to discuss the lived and embodied 
practices in ChickenShed and its outreach. In my field research I also use elements of critical 
ethnography; a genre of research in education that combines “interpretivist, neo-Marxist and 
feminist theory merged in sociology and anthropology” (Anderson, 1989, p.249). Carspecken 
(1996) outlines a rigorous application of critical ethnography conceived to take advantage of the 
insights from textual analysis, and combine them with elements of social theory for the study of 
education. The aim is not so much to deconstruct but to analyse social structures in all their 
obdurate variety, and especially in their capacity to affect everyday practice, sometimes in ways 
that challenge individual and discursive will. Carspecken perceives critical ethnography as a 
method of social reconstruction; it reconstructs theoretically, by constructing a narrative in order 
to give meaning, the lived and embodied practices of social participants.
For this thesis I adopt a dance-centred critical ethnography (based on and expanding 
Carspecken’s example) that draws its strength from a discussion of lived and embodied human 
agency, and shows the interdependence of dance and politics. Embodied dance ethnography with 
a critical endorsement can reconstruct validly and purposefully
a range of unequal power relationships in contemporary culture, showing ways in 
which they are structured, symbolised and given visibility in the dancing body.
Thomas, 2003, p.81.
“  New ethnography signals a shift from traditional and institutionalised practices. New ethnography is 
informed by poststructuralism and postcolonialism. It is also informed by the concept of the 
inseparability of the bodily and the ideological in the production and interpretation of meaning (socio­
cultural semiosis), which has affected in significant ways, works conducted in dance studies (Buckland, 
1999, Thomas, 2003, 2004).
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Thomas writes that for movement analysis to contribute something more than a superficial 
phenomenological insight, what is needed is the integration of both conceptual and kinaesthetic 
frameworks within the analytical process (2003, p.84). In response to Thomas’ theoretical 
suggestions I propose an analysis of inclusion structured in two parts. Part One explores in 
detail the conceptual and social contexts within which inclusive projects operate, while Part Two 
is concerned with the embodied phenomena of dance practice within ChickenShed Theatre 
Company and its outreach group New Shed Inc.^  ^ The bipartite structure of the thesis is not 
meant to promote a dichotomy between social versus symbolic nor does it suggest a division of 
practice between theorising and empirical inquiry. The thesis works towards the integration of 
both modes of investigation.
Part One presents theoretical propositions that emerged during the research and as a response to 
its specific questions on equality/inequality, cultural definitions of ability, and structures of power 
and authority. Part Two tests out these propositions but aims to avoid treating dance as a 
reification of the theory. The embodied experiences of Part Two were in fact the starting point 
for the construction of the theoretical principles of Part One. I choose this structure as it seems 
logical to present information on the contextual field that encompasses the cultural practice in 
question, together with its ideological explanation, before its enactments within dance. The aim 
is not to address cultural practice as mere reproduction of a systemic code but to grasp the various 
meanings, such as compliance, resistance, creative accommodation or performative 
transcendence, of the cultural phenomenon of inclusion to the forces that act to shape it.
Dance ethnographers such as Ness (2004) and Williams (1991, 1999) argue for an integration of 
semiotic analysis, social significance and dance movement description supported by a multi­
layered and non-linear methodological interaction. Parallelism with Saukko and Carspecken in 
this respect is evident. Trans-disciplinary social and critical revisionism encourages methodology 
that reflects the multiple realities and multiple validities of human experience, in order to be 
critically, socially and phenomenologically meaningful in equal measure. The embodied dance 
ethnography, applied particularly in Chapter 5 and 6, is aimed at revealing the simultaneities of 
dance practice as they actualise in the dancers’ corporeal sensations, imagination, cultural and 
social values, political positioning and material conditions (An ethnography aimed at the
These phenomena are investigated empirically using Bernstein’s and McLaren’s analytical concepts, in 
Chapter 5, 6 and 7 that are dedicated to workshop and stage practice.
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simultaneities of dance practice is envisaged by Famell, in Buckland, 1999, p. 151, and Ness, in 
Thomas, 2004, p. 13 8).
1.6 Methodological Process: Ethnographic Data and Teacher Research
The first phase of the research involved general gathering of information and taking field notes. 
However, when an ongoing concern appeared regarding the limitations of inclusion I began a 
more systematic reading of my field notes and written documents, and started to use diverse 
theories to inquire about different ways in which inclusion might be understood. I adopted a 
flexible design, as my inquiry changed as it evolved, to allow myself to proceed as normal with 
my teaching in ChickenShed’s outreach, while taking a step back in order to take a closer look. I 
attempted to describe something I knew was taking place but could not see or name at the start, 
given the single conceptual framework I was using as part of my training with ChickenShed. 
Analysing the very framework and categorisations I was implementing (in Part One), before 
producing descriptions of members’ practices and of my own teaching (in Part Two) enabled me 
to introduce alternative views to ChickenShed’s inclusion and contribute new insights into my 
own practice. I entered the field with an open mind and adopted initially a strategy of collecting 
data of all types in as many different circumstances as possible (workshops, attending shows, 
performing in stage productions, gala events, participating in unstructured informal 
conversations). Later on in the process of researching, my reading into critical and disability 
theory foreshadowed problems and contested ideas. The flexibility of my research design 
consists in allowing the concept of inclusion to be open to redefinition and transformation not 
through a predetermined theoretical stance, but through a theorising that is grounded in the lived 
practice of dance teaching and learning.
P art One of the thesis involves broad contextualising of the existing concepts of inclusion. It 
analyses the social, historical, philosophical, cultural, political and economic framework that 
informs the discourse of inclusion. I bring up issues that are beyond the scope of dance research 
as such, but do so in order to be explicit about my theoretical orientation and my critical 
standpoint, and to acknowledge how I came to concern myself with issues such as socio­
economic inequality as relevant to inclusion in dance. This theoretical part presents the premise 
of my differentiation to ChickenShed’s concepts of disability and inclusion. In Part One I 
juxtapose different schools of thought regarding human impairment and social integration. I 
present theories and worldviews that are often antithetical to those of the company I trained with.
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Much of what I argue in P art One, and in particular the view that differences based on disability, 
class and race should be addressed openly by inclusive pedagogy, goes against the philosophy 
embraced by ChickenShed. I am aware of this divergence between my academic investigation 
and ChickenShed’s inclusive vocabulary, which I endorsed as part of my volunteer outreach 
work. However, I suggest that a dialogue between different outlooks could be beneficial for the 
implementation of inclusion and constructive for ChickenShed’s understanding and policy. In 
P art Two, I study institutional power and individual agency not in a broad and general sense but 
in close relation to dance practices within the local setting of New Shed Inc. P art Two focuses 
on the real and embodied as opposed to the stated organisational goals of inclusion. Dance-based 
analysis privileges lived experience and raises awareness of the processes by which the teacher 
and the student can try to enhance, challenge or transform the inclusive outcome.
My qualitative interpretation of the material at hand is inspired by integrations of socio-cultural 
theory and dance that have become established within dance studies (see Thomas in Morris, 1996, 
Desmond, 1997). The thesis is an investigation located within dance studies and influenced by 
research in arts pedagogy. I follow a particular model of pedagogical inquiry as put forward by 
scholars such as Giroux (1993, 1997) and McLaren (1999) for the study of schooling processes, 
and as appropriated by Finley (2008) and Doyle (1993) for the purposes of performing arts 
education, as well as by Shapiro (1999, 2002) for the study of dance education.^* Pursuing this 
model of research I advance Giroux’s and McLaren’s notion of “critical performance pedagogy” 
as an alternative epistemology linking agency and structure in the everyday embodiment of the 
student and the teacher, and argue for alternative ethics and aesthetics for inclusive dance. In 
order to critique an existing model of inclusion, in which I have trained and worked, and to 
advance a renewed concept, I ground my analysis of ethnographic data in a set of alternative 
interpretive practices. The interpretive practices I employ throughout the thesis implement 
critical, race, queer, postcolonial and disability theory.
In my case study I employ an existing methodological paradigm of grounded theorising for 
studying my own workshops, known as “teacher research” (see Goswami, Stillman, 1987 and 
Lankshear, Knobel, 2004). Through my own research in inclusion I became aware of things I did 
in my teaching that might have resulted in some students learning less than they otherwise
See Clare Doyle’s Raising Curtains on Education. Drama as a Site for Critical Pedagogy (1993) and 
Shapiro’s Body Movements, Pedagogy, Politics and Social Change (2002). Shapiro analyses 
choreographic/pedagogic processes. In “Silent Voices” (2002, pp.32-39) she analyses her work with a 
group of white. Southern, middle-class young women, in a women’s college.
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coüld/^ In order to study my own practice I drew on my already-existing funds of teaching 
experience and organised, analysed and interpreted my prior experiences of workshops dating 
from 2002 to 2005, through a process of reflective writing that took place from 2003 to 2008. 
Reflective writing required that I thought about the data I had gathered, interpreted what went on 
in an inclusive workshop situation and reviewed my own interpretations and the concepts I used 
as a leader. This process called for critical theory and theorising that occurred subsequently to 
my dance practice, and which took account of what other scholars and practitioners have thought 
about inclusive education.
The theoretical discussion offered in Part One explains my perspective in thinking about my own 
work with ChickenShed. My reading in areas such as the sociology of education for instance, 
prompted me to reflect on patterns of educational attainment that may be associated with 
variables like ethnic background, class, gender and forms of human impairment. Once again, 
analysis of the workshop situations was retrospective to the time that these first took place. 
Reflective writing was in essence a sense-making account of my everyday practices that helped 
me address possibly larger trends of inclusive education and to locate my case study in relation to 
reported explanations and lines of theory.
The research process and chosen methodology necessitate the use of analytic concepts and 
categories, which in contrast to ChickenShed’s rhetoric, name difference and disability clearly in 
an effort to conceptualise tendencies of inequality and exclusion evident in some of the data 
obtained about my own practice. Sociological categories such as class, race and disability that 
are absent from ChickenShed’s discourse help me develop theorisations that expand my 
understanding and explanation of workshop-based teaching and learning. Supported by these 
theorisations of social and cultural ability/disability, I propose a thesis that forms a strategic 
response to the pedagogical challenges I encountered in my practice with New Shed Inc. 
However, I stress that my use of sociological screens such as gender, class and disability is 
reflexive; referring both to participants and what may shape their knowledge and experience and 
to myself and what shapes my own perspective. I recognise that in the same way that all- 
inclusive language can conceal problems arising from difference, sociological constructs can 
reinforce prejudice. Furthermore, some attributes are associated with power and some are not. I 
am aware for instance that the relationships I establish as a white, middle-class researcher with
Examples of unequal learning outcomes are offered in P art Two, Chapter 6.
27
my young students can be characterised by inequalities in power and status. My aim is precisely 
to expose such inequalities.
The reason I analyse social differences, by mobilising relevant sources in contemporary social 
theory, forms an essential component of the critical arts-based inquiry that I subscribe to. 
According to the paradigm of critical performance pedagogy, research should resist discourses 
and representations of culture that neglect the tensions and moments of crisis lived through 
difference (see Giroux, 1993). Therefore, I make the tensions and crises I encountered the focus 
of my case study in order to critique the model of inclusion that often seems to ignore them. 
According to Finley, radical arts-based inquiry:
Recognises and names, in an uncompromising critique, the everyday signifiers of 
power and practices of concealment that discourage naming the tensions and 
contradictions wrought by contemporary cultural practices.
Finley, 2008, p. 105.
I start by recognising my own personal signifiers of power and then proceed to examine whether 
ChickenShed’s idea of inclusion is influenced by an ideology of homogeneity, consensus and 
silencing of recalcitrant agents, and discuss how this ideology can affect the practice of teaching 
inclusion within dance.
Observation-based research has an inherent ethical dimension that I also explored during the 
writing process. Interactive membership to ChickenShed and New Shed Inc.’s practices is by 
definition ‘intrusive’; not in the negative sense of the word but meaning that as a practitioner I am 
deeply involved in the lives and activities of the members I study. This is of course a position 
fi"aught with all possibilities for endangering the participants; my being in a privileged position to 
organise and disseminate the results of my observations. As Angrosino argues:
Observational research always and inevitably compromises personal privacy but 
there is real value in disseminating the finits of ethnographic research so as to 
increase our knowledge and understanding of cultural diversity, the nature of 
coping strategies, or any number of currently salient social justice issues.
Angrosino, 2008, p. 172.
This does not mean that as a researcher I can do away with all ethical issues assuming that my 
research is benefiting the participants, but that I have actually considered all options and 
possibilities and made an informed choice to conduct my inquiry using the methodology I do to
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provide an interpretation; not to label or harm people, but as a way to put forward a message 
considered to be of some intellectual value. Angrosino writes that it is disingenuous to hold that 
all possibilities of harm can be anticipated and that human interaction, including a research 
project can be made risk free (2008, p. 172). However, a critical methodology and reflexive 
writing encouraged me to admit mistakes and contradictions and offer them to the reader for 
scrutiny and analysis. The ethical research paradigm suggested by Angrosino allows the 
researcher the risk of engaging with human difference. Nevertheless, if I was to treat difference 
and disability as a separate category and a research target isolated from the lived experience and 
shared discourse of my dance workshops, then any stated emancipatory ethics would be 
counterfeit.
In my project I made every effort not to impose causes and issues that were simply influenced by 
my own theoretical stance, but to raise concerns that emerged in a shared process of living and 
working within an inclusive arts environment. My thesis articulates issues that were present if 
implicit and unspoken in my interactions with my students and members of ChickenShed. My 
writing strategy is that of critical personal narrative offered as a counter-narrative auto­
ethnography and an alternative account disrupting the official inclusive discourse by exposing 
complexities and contradictions that occurred during my practices of teaching inclusion. I invent 
a self-critical meta-narrative trying to remain reflexive in my theorising and open to complex 
understandings of inclusion, difference and identity. I strive to stay ethically sound and 
intellectually fluid in my interpretations of both community and individual and to articulate both 
the possibilities and the limits of what I am and what I do. I aim to be visibly subjective in my 
judgements, to voice a critique of a structure I worked and formed relationships under, and to 
account for the relationships of power and inequity that I experienced within a local dance-related 
context.
1.7 Ethical Considerations
In order to address disparities in status between myself and the young participants, and to avoid 
practices that further create prejudice and exclusion, I explained in terms meaningful to members 
of the outreach what my research is about. I did not invent any activities nor did I experiment in 
any form with the members of my group. It was not compulsory to participate in my workshops 
and participants gave freely their consent to be part of an inclusive theatre group set up by 
ChickenShed. I did not use any tape-recorders or video cameras during our sessions whilst
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anonymity, through the use of pseudonyms, and confidentiality were safeguarded in all stages of 
the research. In cases where members possess a combination of attributes that make them 
identifiable, even though I have approval for disclosure from my respondents within 
ChickenShed, I remove any instantly recognisable identifier.
Members of New Shed Inc. and ChickenShed Theatre Company were not exposed to any 
physical or psychological harm during the project. I did not conduct any profiling, nor did I 
choose to intrude into their private and personal worlds. I was aware not to give them any 
uncalled for self-knowledge or anxiety based on my findings. My methods involved discreet and 
unnoticed observation, merged with my general observing as part of leading the group, and 
subsequent analysis when removed from the site of the interaction. Thus, the participants 
remained autonomous in making self-directed and self-determined choices during the workshop 
process and our improvisations. As a dance practitioner/group leader I did not manipulate my 
students or their expectations of me in any way. I was careful not to make any statements that 
were false, misleading or deceptive, in communicating my research and my own qualifications. I 
clarified for all relevant parties the research role that I was performing away from the group, and I 
continued to function appropriately in accordance with my role as inclusive arts practitioner. In 
terms of practical ethical conduct, I had full police disclosure before I came in contact with the 
children of the outreach and was granted permission for my research by members of ChickenShed 
thanks to the educational nature of the study and for my own training in the role of inclusive 
group leader.
In the process of writing this thesis I shared information about my investigation openly; I 
consulted my fellow inclusive practitioners and a few parents from my outreach group, to whom I 
explained some of the research questions and methods of data collection and I invited scrutiny. 
Two of them read parts of the draft thesis and gave me encouraging feedback claiming that the 
research offers an interesting and valuable interpretation of our shared experience. At the end of 
the writing process, I presented my conclusion in the form of an informal lecture to two of my 
colleagues/practitioners in New Shed Inc., before I presented my findings at a conference. 
Feedback was very positive and stated that the thesis is of benefit to the inclusive model under 
study.^° Nonetheless, some harm may be caused to company members by conclusions that are
I am aware of the possible effects of my findings on the people I worked with. This is why I protect 
confidentiality regarding the people who are in agreement with my conclusions. In this I am guided by 
the ethical signposts of the British Sociological Association, 2002.
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drawn about their practice and which may be used to undermine their reputation. In this matter, I 
tried to be honest in my assumptions and emphasise that these are only my personal 
interpretations that may lose their validity when used in isolation from the specific field of dance 
research. Personal research ethics are in place and force me to account for my own constructions, 
acknowledge and be explicit about the fact that my views do not necessarily coalesce with those 
of otiiers.
During my research I considered various ethical and political dilemmas such as the risk of 
uncovering potentially damaging knowledge. The intent of my thesis is to show the positive 
contributions of my students and therefore I do not wish to become complicit in any process by 
which groups or individuals from my workshops are negatively depicted. In some cases I make a 
conscious choice not to remove identifiers linked to disability from my analysis. The aim is to 
celebrate individual agency, personal achievement and lived difference, and to counter-balance a 
conventional reading of the life and practices of disabled members as vulnerable or powerless. 
As Halassa writes: “the interests of certain students can be harmed through ‘omission’. They can 
be disadvantaged by not receiving analytical attention” (1998). In order to counteract exclusion, I 
include descriptions and interpretations of their lived agency not to objectify them but to 
individualise them and celebrate their individuality. Furthermore, I avoid making members of my 
group victims of discrimination. My research is concerned with the attributes that I use implicitly 
and often uncritically in my teaching, and my aim is to render these explicit in order to see 
whether they contribute to biases and perpetuate exclusion. I do so though with the awareness 
that sociological attributes that are part of my working hypotheses can place my students in 
dominated positions, whereas my power as teacher and researcher to categorise them so can go 
unrecognised. That is why I make every effort to reflect critically and self-critically on our lived 
experiences in a way that reveals the deep connections between me and my students.
Individual cultures and backgrounds form part of my research hypothesis and are spelt out only as 
interpretations and not as facts. Individual attributes are to be taken into account only insofar as 
they may prove to be an important factor in the leader’s judgment affecting the inclusive process.
I tried to take into account the whole life experience of the workshop and of my personal thought 
process and emotions while conducting fieldwork/leading workshops with my students. My 
descriptions are not to be read in isolation from the particular context of the workshops and the 
actions I analyse. They from part of my own understanding and evaluation of the workshop’s 
composition and are inherent to my perception of and social interaction with the people around
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me; my students and their parents/carers. Within a different context, descriptors seen as 
contributing to the exclusion of a participant may in fact be adding agency, power and be positive 
rather than negative. Ultimately such descriptors and the identities they attempt to account for are 
constantly fluid and make sense only inasmuch as they are employed strategically and with 
integrity in order to make a point about inequality and ways to tackle it.
Although my research points to some of the shortcomings in ChickenShed’s inclusive 
methodology, based on what I see as ineffectiveness in addressing inequalities between 
participants, I did not communicate such conclusions to the children members of my group. I 
never discussed the sociological hypotheses of my inquiry, accounting for class, race and 
disability, with members of the group. I did not form questionnaires nor did I devise exercises to 
deal with such questions. In that sense, my role as a researcher was non-obtrusive to the reality of 
the group and to the students’ realities and self-perceptions. The project did not disrupt or 
undermine the consensual definition of inclusion set up by ChickenShed, which formed the basis 
for the methodology implemented in New Shed Inc. In my actions as a group practitioner I never 
upset the settings of the workshop; I respected the time, rhythm and norms of the group. 
Marshall and Rossman describe this process as “nonreactive research,” in which the researcher 
gathers data without interfering in the flow of everyday events (2006, p.75). No focus groups 
were created and no individual children were identified as belonging to certain categories or 
harmed because of that. I perceive all the disabled and non-disabled participants as my equal 
accomplices in practising inclusion with all its challenges, paradoxes and surprises. My thesis is 
the result of our human differences and their effect on the pedagogic process. As a teacher I 
became aware that differences of age, gender, race, language, disability and socio-economic 
status can alter significantly my practice concerning particular individuals. My personal 
challenge was to ensure the competence of my teaching whilst acknowledging and spelling out 
those differences without discriminating against or labelling my students.
1.8 Outline of the Thesis
The semiotic and socio-cultural realms relevant to the inclusive phenomenon are discussed in 
Part One of the thesis, whilst lived interactions during inclusive workshops, rehearsals and stage 
production are more emphasised in P art Two. However, the textual, socio-political and 
phenomenological realities of inclusion are meant to overlap at all stages of the thesis and do not 
designate separable sequences. Part One engages with the spatio-temporal structures and the
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social conditions of inclusive dance. Appropriating Carspecken’s (1996) methodological 
suggestions, Chapter 2, 3 and 4 reconstruct the phenomenon of inclusion by presenting patterns 
of interaction between ChickenShed and the wider cultural system it participates in. 
Concurrently, the social roles and power relations involved within the company’s educational, 
artistic, occupational and administrative activities are interpreted. The interpretation of the 
cultural arrangements under study is based on categories such as power, hegemony, class, and 
disability, as well as on political and economic structures such as globalisation and corporate 
capitalism. The categories and concepts of analysis are drawn from Carspecken’s social ontology 
(1996), as well as Bernstein (1982, 1996) and Bourdieu’s theories of symbolic violence and 
sociology of education (1980, 1992). More specifically. Chapter 2 commences with a discussion 
of ChickenShed as a social site that produces a distinctive identity for itself and its participants 
through pedagogic and aesthetic transmission {settings or rules of inclusion). ChickenShed is 
analysed as an imagined family that promotes an emotional discourse of inclusion as community 
and as a spiritual value. The critique employs concepts of power/classification and of 
control/framing, which originate from the work of Bourdieu (1992) and Bernstein (1996). The 
concepts are used as analytical tools in the socio-semiotic analysis of the company’s literature; 
promotional material and written methodology. Chapter 3 analyses ChickenShed’s efforts to 
participate in a wider cultural environment and to place its inclusion as a distinct product within a 
globalised market. The critique aims to show that market ideology can conflict with the initial 
settings of inclusion and can lead to problematic practices. As the market increases its control 
over cultural practice, economic interests divide creative agencies into implicit hierarchies that 
are not so dissimilar to divisions of labour in the past. Chapter 4 considers the relationship 
between ChickenShed’s inclusion and the political and economic conditions prevailing in Britain 
under New Labour. A critical analysis of the Third Way and its implications for social, arts 
policy and definitions of equahty/justice is put forth.
Part Two involves close analysis of field data collected through delivery and participant 
observation of inclusive dance workshops in ChickenShed and outreach group New Shed Inc. 
Chapter 5 discusses the company’s workshops and draws conclusions as to their theorisation and 
tactical treatment of otherness. Dance activities that are the staples of inclusive instruction are 
analysed for the meanings they produce or reproduce. In Chapter 6, McLaren’s work on the 
political dimension of bodily performance in schooling (1999) is appropriated. The analytical 
focus is on embodied agency through dance manifestations that appear to oppose inclusive 
hegemony during the choreographic process. Moments of crisis, confrontation and exclusion are
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discussed and reasons/parameters of exclusion are indicated. Dance performances (processes of 
leading group or individual improvisations) by members of New Shed Inc. are studied in detail 
for their ability to make social distinctions visible. The excluded agencies are observed during 
their expressive resistance. The hypothesis that the dominant mode of creative production can be 
challenged and destabilised is tested throughout. Chapter 7 discusses the aesthetics of inclusion 
as projected by ChickenShed’s production Globaleyes. Inclusive movement metaphors are 
critiqued for reproducing dominant divisions between ‘able’ and ‘disabled’. The possibility of 
challenging the objectification of the disabled body is explored, as is the emergence of alternative 
performative subjectivities and meanings. At the end of the chapter comparisons are drawn 
between neoliberal advocacy for difference, the mainstream cultural tactics of the Live 8 concert 
(2006), and ChickenShed’s stage production in the context of the Make Poverty History 
campaign. In Chapter 8, the key findings and answers to the research questions are summarised. 
Potential insights from the critique are evaluated and possible repercussions for work in the field 
of inclusive dance education considered. The challenges for dance as critical pedagogy and 
social praxis are emphasised, and alternative directions for new models of inclusive dance 
practice are suggested. Finally, I advance an alternative conceptualisation of inclusive pedagogy, 
in which dance provides a basis for a new model of inclusion; not just a theory of community but 
a corporeal ontology accounting for lived difference and individual performative agencies 
capable of addressing oppressive/exclusive structures.
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PART ONE: STRUCTURES AND CONDITIONS 
INFLUENCING INCLUSIVE DANCE PEDAGOGY
CHAPTER 2
CHICKENSHED’S TEXT AND ITS SOCIAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CONTEXT
This part of the thesis starts with a theorisation of the social realm as embedded in the cultural 
analysis. The theoretical models of Bernstein (1982, 1996) and Bourdieu (1980, 1992) enable a 
conceptualisation of the structural conditions observable in ChickenShed. Drawing from the 
sociology of education, this chapter analyses some of the discursive rules of the company’s 
inclusive pedagogy. Concepts such as “pedagogic code”, and “habitus”, which are part of a 
theory of symbolic control, assist the organisation of data-derived knowledge and the ordering of 
the proposed socio-semiotic approach to the study of inclusive dance practice. The sociological 
models of Bernstein and Bourdieu offer a theoretical map so that analysis does not get too 
absorbed in the temporal and spatial frames of ChickenShed, but goes beyond them to grasp their 
semantics as part of a wider dance and educational culture.
As this chapter shows, ChickenShed uses an implicit model to organise its artistic and educational 
practice. In contrast, I establish an explicit research language to describe the participants’ model 
of cultural behaviour. Implicit theoretical premises of inclusive practice are thus explained. My 
methods involve critical discourse analysis and ethnographic description of the company’s 
symbolic representations. These include focus on textual, visual, aural and embodied 
representations and analysis of the way such representations are organised and controlled within 
specific institutional arrangements. However, any explanation offered in this chapter is 
permeable to the enactments of the participants’ agency. Concepts and hypotheses of socio­
cultural structure are open to refinement and alterations in the light of the empirical analysis 
offered in Part Two. The definition of conditions of practice in Part One is abstracted from the 
reality of ChickenShed as I experienced it. Personal observations constitute chosen points of 
research entry and analytical formulation. Part One thus spells out explanations relating to 
structures seen to influence ChickenShed’s practice, without necessarily determining it. 
Carspecken uses four concepts to describe socio-cultural conditions of practice. These are the 
following: a) Social Site, b) Social Settings, c) Social Locale, and d) Social System (1996, p.34-
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35-36). I use these concepts throughout Part One and integrate them with Bernstein and 
Bourdieu’s perceptions of social structuring through symbolic control.
It is important to stress, however, that influenced by critical pedagogy, my analysis “represents 
both a discourse of critique and a project of possibility” (Giroux, 1993, p.80). I compare 
ChickenShed’s methodology with existing inclusive curricula (from within the community, 
disability and integrated arts sector) to envisage alternative representations of inclusion. This 
approach aims to “contest dominant forms of symbolic production” (Giroux, 1993, p.80). 
Grounding the analysis on dance and embodied practice helps to avoid a binary framework that 
focuses either on how ChickenShed reproduces a dominant status-quo or on how disabled dancers 
contest the symbolic order through diverse forms of resistance. I perceive ChickenShed’s cultural 
text as part of a complex and contradictory set of discursive and practical processes through 
which inclusive knowledge, inclusive relationships and the ideal of inclusion itself can ultimately 
be transformed. My attention focuses on the heterogeneous subjectivities, personal narratives and 
differing choices of agents engaged in the practices of ChickenShed.
According to critical pedagogy, sociological and educational theories of the past that focus only 
on the reproduction of social structure through culture,
need to be supplemented by an understanding of the active role of educational 
sites in the constitution of human subjects not merely as labour for capital but 
also as cultural agents capable of resisting domination and of creating alternative 
worlds.
Giroux, 1993, p.40.
Thus, in this part of the thesis I analyse ChickenShed as a complex site of both cultural 
conformity and change, and try to comprehend its members as simultaneously compliant, defiant 
and elusive. The goal is to demystify ChickenShed’s inclusive ideology, through a dance-centred 
ethnography, and make it an object of political analysis by mobilising a language of critical 
understanding.
2.1 Social Site; ChickenShed as an Imagined Family
At a most basic level, ChickenShed constitutes a social site where individuals get together and 
coordinate their activities in some manner that relates to geography and time (Carspecken, 1996,
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p.34). People meet in the company’s main theatre auditorium and studios in North London or in 
school and community halls around the country to engage in activities such as a workshop, a 
class, a rehearsal, or a performance, for a certain length of time depending on the nature and the 
requirements of the activity/' According to Carspecken, the term social site resembles a lens that 
the researcher can use to study the complex phenomenon of social life and, thus, the site has its 
size and focus “adjusted to meet one’s interest” (1996, p.34). Despite the fact that a social site 
has a certain spatial and temporal entity, it is also a discursive location, an invention on behalf of 
both the participants and the researcher that helps them pin down some of the components of a 
wider and interrelated web of social activities. I focus my lens on ChickenShed as its 
practitioners have already established it as a site, and although it is part of larger social 
phenomena it is still meaningful to make it the focal point of an inquiry on inclusive cultural 
practice without reducing its more encompassing role and relevance.^^
The very act of recognising ChickenShed as a social site attributes a specific identity to it. This 
identity relates to and materialises in specific time and space boundaries but most importantly, it 
transcends these boundaries because it consists not only of a social materiality but also of a wider 
cultural imagination.^^ Social sites acquire specific identities and meanings and it is necessary to 
clarify how these identities come into being, become endorsed and reinforced. Defining identity 
has proved to be an “uncomfortable anomaly” for past social theories based strictly on relations 
of production (Anderson, 1983, p. 13). Exponents of cultural theory, such as Benedict Anderson, 
have offered more satisfactory accounts of cultural identities by presenting categories such as 
nationality, as imagined, and political artefacts with moral and cultural legitimacy. In light of 
Anderson’s argument on the imaginative creation of identities of community, ChickenShed is 
seen to relate to an imagined community -  in this case an inclusive community -  conceived and 
distinguished through a process of identification with and rallying around a specific space. Thus, 
Chicken Shed Theatre Company and its location become “Chicken Shed people”, who then
Outreach groups that meet in a variety of locations are operating in a large number of London boroughs, 
as well as in Blackpool, Liverpool, Surrey, Buckinghamshire, Liverpool, Manchester, Scotland, and are 
currently expanding to St. Petersburg, Russia. The average duration of an established outreach 
workshop, taking place on a weekly basis, is two hours, whereas an educational workshop, training new 
practitioners, can last up to four hours.
ChickenShed is also part of London theatre establishments, British children’s theatre companies and 
education providers.
The site’s boundaries are in its theatre building in Southgate, North London, for instance, during opening 
hours and time of shows. Its identity, however, goes beyond London and extends to global educational 
and artistic realms.
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become “ChickenShed” as a social site that subsequently produces identities of the company as 
inclusive community or inclusive space, as is demonstrated later/''
It is important at this point to draw attention to the implications of the process of inscribing 
imagined identity to a, nevertheless, material and real space. According to critical geography, 
despite the material topographic dimensions, “space” (like site) is a “representational category” 
combining the pragmatic and the symbolic (Crang and Thrift, 2000). As the symbolic comes into 
play to invest meaning to the material, I begin to ask questions about the role of power in 
regulating different modalities of identity and spatial practice within ChickenShed. Site is a 
category and I see categories as always operated by power.
Bernstein’s language of description can account for the workings of power in establishing 
sites/spaces and categories/identities and their boundary relations. Bernstein develops a theory of 
symbolic control and defines the concept of ‘classification’ to translate and examine relations 
between categories, which are governed by power.^^ Bernstein argues that cultural power is the 
defining factor behind every effort to categorise and differentiate between agents, discourses and 
practices. What prevents people from merging together under the same category is power, 
because power preserves fixedness and insulation between the established categories (Bernstein, 
1996, p.21). Bernstein discusses the concept of classification in relation to cultural operations 
that classify and distribute forms of knowledge, for example, school and university education. 
Classification establishes the ‘self and the ‘other’ by creating spaces of ‘interiority’ and 
‘exteriority’ defining the boundaries of the subject and the site. Notably, classification is not an 
externally imposed abstraction but an embodied process involving space to strengthen the 
“embodiedness of the mind” (Crang and Thrift, 2000, p.7).
It is important to note that the site’s negotiation of identity through naming is ongoing. In 2006 the 
company launched a new website making for the first time conscious use of ChickenShed as a trademark. 
In past documents the name appears split into two; 'Chicken Shed’, referring literally to the original 
space of the group. The thesis uses the upgraded name in its discourse but shows the old name as it 
appears in the literature studied.
In their treatment of power, as material practice involving the construction of knowledge and 
subjectivity, Bernstein coalesces with Foucault, despite their marked difference in epistemological 
principles. Bernstein and Foucault’s theories of power have been combined by a number of scholars for 
research in education (see Frederiksen, Foucault and Bernstein Meet in the Classroom, 2006). I engage 
more closely with Bernstein because of the explicitness of his analytical principles. His explicitness is 
seen by a number of exponents of critical pedagogy as ‘neopragmatism’; informed by post structuralism 
but more attentive to counterhegemonic agency rather than to a ‘dystopian critique’ of power (Stanley, 
1999).
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Bernstein writes that classification can vary in strength and weakness and that it has an internal as 
well as an external value. For example, the internal value of classification can manifest itself in 
strong or weak regulation of dress, posture and position of the categorised subjects. 
Classification distributes forms of knowledge and identity through making specific spatial 
arrangements. For Bernstein, classification is one cultural or pedagogic code and depending on 
its degree of strength and type of value, he argues that it can affect changes in
organisational practices, changes in discursive practices, in transmission 
practices, in psychic defences, in the concepts of the teachers-pupils, changes in 
the concepts of knowledge itself, and changes in the forms of consciousness.
Bernstein, 1996, p.29-30.
At present, I analyse the modes of classification proper to ChickenShed. The company’s
organisational and discursive practices are based on a sense of “spatial selfhood” (Crang and
Thrift, 2000. p.9). Being members of a cultural organisation, practitioners appear to rally around
and take pride in their “state of the art purpose-built theatre” in Southgate. According to the
company literature, which has been reproduced in many occasions, the building of “their own”
theatre came as the “realisation of a dream”. In an article celebrating twenty-five years of the
company, the authors chart the history of ChickenShed by providing a flashback of the most
important years in the life and work of the organisation {Wemeyou magazine, March 1999).
There is obvious emphasis on the successful survival of the company through time, given the
celebratory anniversary nature of the article. Furthermore, there are recurrent references to the
company’s eventful journey through space: “from a disused bam... to a purpose-built theatre”.
The built theatre is often emerging from the company's literature, as a symbol of official
recognition and valuing of their work:
In attendance at this special performance ... was Enfield Chief Executive ... The 
following day he sent a memo to every department of Enfield Council instructing 
them to find land suitable for Chicken Shed to build a theatre on. A place of our 
own at last?
Wemeyou, March 1999, p.9.
Despite the pride in the fact that ChickenShed “must seem an entirely different company”. ..
where once 30 members, now over eight hundred. Where once an audience 
drawn from friends and relatives now a nationally profiled company
Wemeyou, March 1999, p.9.
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the authors of the article put an emphasis on the continuity and stability of the company’s 
identity, which they appear to value significantly, so much so that they downplay the radical 
organisational changes that the company underwent by calling them “cosmetic changes brought 
about by necessity”/^ There is no celebration here of the fact that the founders’ twenty-five years 
of efforts have paid off. Instead the tone is almost apologetic for the ‘necessary’ success and the 
reason for this lies in the intention of the discourse to propagate a sense of unity between past and 
present, bam and selling-out theatre:
In tmth the heart and soul of Chicken Shed has never changed. The ideals have 
remained constant -  to produce quality theatre involving all people that want to.
The essence of the work -  producing the right environment for creativity to 
flourish -  is no different. (Italics: researcher’s added emphasis)
Wemeyou, March 1999, p.8.
The authors of the article celebrate the achievements of the company and the ways these 
materialise in the purpose-built theatre and the sell out performances, but they emphasise that this 
material success is a result of commitment to “constant ideals” and that the worth of the company 
is not reducible to facilities but reflected in its human and creative dynamic. What remains 
implicit, and not debated openly in the discursive narrative of the history of the company, is the 
choice of the directors to lead ChickenShed towards not only an inclusive and artistic 
accomplishment but also a commercial one. There are of course different points of view that do 
not agree with the portrayal of the company’s success as public recognition of its quality and 
value. In informal discussions that the author of the thesis has had during disability arts events 
and conferences, disability arts practitioners have fi-equently expressed the opinion that 
ChickenShed “plays by mainstream rules” and “seeks mainstream recognition” despite the radical 
inclusion that it claims to promote (quotations obtained during “Shifting Aesthetics. Disability & 
Performance Conference”, London Metropolitan University, 2002, and “Effecting Change: The 
Future of Disability Arts”, LIPA Conference, Liverpool, 2003). There are a number of disability 
arts sites whose discourse states that the right to an integrated and accessible society and art is 
better served by a position of marginality, and cultural opposition to dominant aesthetics, 
structures and commercial attitudes established by the mainstream.^’ According to this view, it is
Organisational changes include the introduction of a new board of management executives, the launch of 
strategic plans and other administrative tactics that came into action as the company ceased to hunt for 
appropriate venues and concentrated on the productions and training programmes of its own permanent 
basis in London. These changes are discussed further in Chapter 3.
This was for example the discourse emerging from a panel discussion between Half Moon Young 
People’s Theatre director, Graeae Theatre Company associate director and performer Mat Fraser 
(Shifting Aesthetics Conference, 23 November 2002.
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not enough for disabled people to get exposure and be included in a mainstream show if their 
artistic contribution does not manage to subvert old order and invent new form/^ As I have 
noticed frequently in conversations with practitioners working for disabled-led organisations, it is 
assumed that since ChickenShed participates in mainstream television shows, moves some of its 
theatre shows to West End establishments and gets live broadcast in events such as the Queen’s 
Jubilee parade, it is a company of dominant status benefiting from the establishment’s support, 
and because of that, it is not seen as a site that can help promote the agenda and rights of disabled 
people.
For the company’s literature “a specially commissioned film for ITV” and “an appearance 
alongside the Spice Girls at Wembley Stadium’ are considered landmarks in the history of 
ChickenShed, giving it its unique identity {Wemeyou, March, 1999, p.9). However, practitioners 
working within disability arts immediately recognise and categorise this sort of identity as 
mainstream membership (here I apply Baker’s 1982 use of “membership categorisation” in 
discourse analysis). Disability arts practitioners recognise ChickenShed’s specific use of the 
inclusive agenda as something that excludes disabled people; if one accepts that the mainstream is 
designed by and for distribution of able-bodied ideas and products. In turn, disability arts 
discourse equally aims to exclude identities that seem not appropriate to their struggle for 
changing dominant attitudes and aesthetics. Some disability arts sites often set up a binary 
framework between categories such as ‘mainstream’ and ‘disability radicalism’, or between 
‘integration to the mainstream’ and ‘resistance/change’.^  ^ The logic of both sites (inclusive arts, 
disability arts) in establishing identity is often mutual exclusion. Practical creative partnership 
between them cannot be envisaged without a change in the discourse that establishes them as 
distinct.''® In a conversation that I had with a disabled freelance performer, the very name of 
‘ChickenShed’ offered an opportunity for open attack to the point where the identity it represents 
was scorned upon as “chicken shit” (anonymous speaker, LIPA Conference, 2003). The speaker 
used a language game to contest the meaning others attribute to this cultural site, and
For an overview of arguments for disability aesthetics, radicalisation of practice and opposition to 
normative discourses see Kuppers, 2001, 2003.
It has to be noted however tiiat not all disability art is or aims to be outside the mainstream distribution 
and consumption by definition. Individual disabled artists/activists experiment with broadcasts and 
shows on national TV and radio. For example, in 2006 Mat Fraser and Liz Carr’s programme Ouch! 
Entered as a trial the mainstream market of BBC podcast entertainment, often criticised for creating a 
“niche market”. Mat Fraser has also defended his participation in an advertisement for Virgin mobile as 
a historical opportunity to bring images of disabled people into the mainstream.
In 2005 ChickenShed disagreed with disabled group The Shysters over discursive ownership of a joined 
commission for the Birmingham Repertoiy Theatre. ChickenShed left the project as a result of 
“unbridgeable differences”.
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deconstructed linguistically the imagined identity as inclusive space with a word connoting 
worthlessness.
It would not be unfounded to assume that practitioners, members and management at 
ChickenShed are aware of criticisms targeting their status as a “nationally profiled company”. 
Indeed such awareness would explain in part the tone and nature of comments such as “these are 
only cosmetic changes”, which are claimed to have never changed the essence of the company’s 
identity. Alluding to essentialism and the ‘true nature’ of the company, this discourse strives to 
convince others that commercial strategies do not affect inclusive commitment, seen here as 
innate. However, as a response to external critique but also to an internal self-examination, the 
authors do express their acceptance of the challenges posed by the status and prestigious profile 
that the company has acquired through the years. Ultimately, they appear to reassure themselves 
and their audience that in the face of difficulty it is the symbolic and moral beliefs of the 
company that will prevail, preventing them from being affected by success to the point of non­
recognition:
As Chicken Shed moves into its next 25 years we do so in the knowledge that we 
are continuing the work started all that time ago in the bam in Wrotham Park.
The numbers may be bigger but the aims remain the same. Chicken Shed is 
constantly re-examining itself, pushing its boundaries forward -  but not changing 
its central beliefs. Chicken Shed develops, changes and moves on to ensure that 
it remains tme to its beliefs.
Wemeyou, March 1999, p. 10.
The anonymous authors of the article do not address the contradictions that may result from the 
fact that the former 1970s grassroots chicken shed has become a recognised and well-advertised 
brand name. Their discursive attitude promotes the over-optimistic belief that if one has the right 
values then whatever the means and the material conditions of the production, the result will be 
equally righteous. Theirs is a statement of faith in a moral inclusive order, as the unalterable 
‘essence’ of the company, which can triumph over any structural arrangement. According to the 
company discourse, it is the aim of “producing quality theatre involving all people that want to” 
that has pushed and will keep directing ChickenShed towards “world-wide television audiences” 
and “critically acclaimed West End shows” practice (Wemeyou, March 1999, p.8). There is no 
trace of doubt in the power of inclusive intentions in this discourse. What is assumed is that in 
implementing inclusion, all one needs is a set of inclusive morals. Absorbed in promoting and 
celebrating a unique identity, the company’s rhetoric fails to make a credible case for its
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difference to commercial goods or contemporary services similarly aiming to become accessible 
to everybody, who has adequate purchasing power. It thus fails to address criticisms perceiving 
ChickenShed as the mainstream’s darling. However, mobilising the binary framework 
established by inclusive arts and disability arts projects, company literature seizes every 
opportunity to defend its case against implicit opponents and obstacles. Emphasis is put on the 
fact that despite media exposure, the famous patronage of the late Diana, Princess of Wales, 
“three thousand members” and “a hundred shows”, there is still “not one Arts Council grant” 
{Wemeyou, March 1999, p.9).'" ChickenShed’s rhetoric chooses to reply indirectly to criticisms 
by drawing attention to what it perceives to be a paradox and an injustice; the company does not 
receive government funding and forced by necessity, has to seek money from local councils and 
corporations or through galas and fundraising events. In this way, the discourse diverts potential 
accusations by claiming that the company is denied what mainstream institutions usually benefit 
from, namely, Arts Council funding.'*’ The company’s promotional rhetoric constructs a dual 
image of ChickenShed as both an insider and an outsider, both established and marginal.
In response to past attacks from the disability arts press and assumptions on the financial security 
of the company, ChickenShed has created a narrative of stoicism about not receiving permanent 
government support despite their successful profile. This dignified attitude gives the discursive 
advantage of playing both the card of recognition and the card of radicalism. At times this 
attitude turns into more explicit confrontation against the establishment. During the summer 
school course “Behind the Scenes”, organised by the company and Middlesex University in 2003, 
ChickenShed's chief executive expressed his frustration at the government’s funding practices. 
He claimed that these are exclusively available to members of a “charmed circle” of organisations 
who once they get funding, can go on receiving it without putting any real effort into artistic work 
and social significance. The chief executive also referred to ChickenShed as “the real radicals” 
who receive no funding, despite their inclusivity, because they refuse to apply for it under 
existing categories created to cater for disability arts agendas. The company’s management has
Currently, the company receives occasional project-based grants (Scottish Arts Council) and lobbies for 
the Arts Council of England’s ongoing funding for its core artistic work. For 2006, they secured another 
project-based grant from a special fund at the Arts Council (for the production of Sarah Daniels’ The 
Next Room). Criteria of existing ACE funding schemes have been largely criticised by arts practitioners 
and organisations for ‘compartmentalising’ art forms and for requiring artists to “play the game” or “talk 
the talk” in order to fit into funding categories (see Jermyn’s review on arts organisations’ relationship 
with the funding system, 2001, p.34, and John Pick’s Vile Jelly, 1991).
Integrated and disabled led companies that receive Arts Council of England’s funding include Amici, 
StopGap, Anjali and Graeae. However these companies are far from being financially secure. Anjali, for 
instance, also resorts to tactics such as fundraising galas.
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refused in the past to apply for funding based on the numbers of practitioners who are wheelchair 
users. ChickenShed founders maintain that this is the only way of staying true to inclusive policy 
and the principle of not compartmentalising people, even if that attitude denies them a 
considerable amount of financial help.'*  ^ ChickenShed nonetheless, has been lobbying the 
government to recognise it as a leading inclusive arts organisation worthy of full support due to 
the inclusive quality of their practices. While these efforts have not as yet been fruitful -  
probably because of the inflexible bureaucratic classification of the Arts Council allocating funds 
to organisations that fall neatly under specific criteria and categories -  ChickenShed continues to 
place itself in both rhetoric and educational practice, as the major advocate for cultural change in 
favour of inclusive art of professional standards.'*^
ChickenShed resists official classification under a specific category such as ‘arts integrating 
disability’ or ‘arts integrating the socially excluded’. Furthermore, its written and spoken 
discourse subscribes to a more flexible model for constructing identity that is capable of 
negotiating two spaces: one in the successful and accessible mainstream and the other out of the 
charmed circle of institutions favoured by the establishment. A dualist model supports the 
company’s self-perception and sense of identity; it is based on notions of ‘we’ -  the real radicals 
versus ‘they’ -  the non-real radicals who benefit from mainstream funding. This perception 
seems to be reinforced by what Crang and Thrift call “territorial imaginaries of inside and 
outside” (2000, p.9). According to these imaginaries being out of the privileged circle of funding 
is what makes the ‘we’ of inclusive ChickenShed: as being inside the site of inclusion fighting 
both for space in the mainstream and space for inclusive arts. The issue of funding provides the 
company with a means of identifying their uniqueness as a site in-between the centre and the 
margins. It is a social, material and politico-economic condition that is manipulated in the 
process of defining the cultural locus of ChickenShed. Discursively, the material conditions of
ChickenShed refuses to repackage the philosophy of its work into a form acceptable to the funding 
system. The company is not the only one to criticise the pigeonholing practices of funding bodies. 
Dance practitioners have also been vocal in resisting current trends of establishing “experts” within 
certain fields of socially responsive work (issue-based projects, social exclusion agendas). See Deborah 
Barnard’s article in Animated, p.25-27, summer 2003. Community dance artist Christine Lomas also 
criticises funding bodies’ regulations and requirements to work with “organised social groups” in 
“appropriate ways” (2007, p.215). She argues that funding bodies often support the teaching of dance via 
technique and emphasis on “content and form” rather than “intent and context”, which she promotes as 
the staples of spontaneous inclusive experience and celebration within community performance (2007,
p.216).
The same can also be true for CandoCo Dance Company. Its discourse stresses the priority of the 
category of “artistic production” over that of “disability”, and “professionalism” over “therapy” (see Cox, 
in Animated, autumn 2007, p.24.
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non-funding are manipulated to suit a symbolic construction of its identity as a company-pioneer 
in inclusive arts. The fact that ChickenShed faced financial insecurities in the past is in 
significant ways helping the company to establish a narrative and identity of heroic effort and an 
inclusive ethos in the face of adversity.
What emerges from a discourse analysis of the company’s literature is a concept of ChickenShed 
not only as a location but also as a symbolic site of worth and success, and more importantly, an 
idea of the company as a subject; a being with heart and soul that struggles to remain unchanged. 
This is a discursive practice in written text establishing categorisation and identity through a 
narrative that essentialises a structure to then turn it into an anthropomorphic entity. The authors 
of the article on the 25th anniversary of the company do not neglect to draw attention to the fact 
that the people who first founded a theatre in a disused chicken shed are the same people still 
behind the artistic directorship of ChickenShed today.'*  ^ In the construction of a moral tale of 
unity and continuity -  the myth of ChickenShed -  a narrative such as: “Mary and Jo first met, and 
having a common love ... started a theatre company”, suggests a genealogical linkage 
guaranteeing a type of emotional bond for the members of the company. It is very frequently 
mentioned in the company literature that the present directors of Children and Youth Theatres 
started years ago as members of the Children’s Theatre themselves. This promotes the concept of 
a family caring for its members, with common ancestors and a common ideology of “love of 
theatre and belief in fostering creativity in everyone” (Wemeyou, 1999, p.8). In fact, 
ChickenShed's artistic and educational practices aim at transmitting a family-like bond and 
ethical responsibility. Here is an indicative extract from the company’s press illustrating 
principles of empathie ethos:
Part of encouraging creative contribution in an inclusive environment involves 
giving responsibility over to our members... it is this process of reciprocal 
support and respect that is encouraged amongst all groups that enables us to work 
with such large numbers of children... They know they are part of something 
unique and that they are each responsible for sharing this message with society...
We are each other’s responsibility and help each other to perform to the very best 
of our ability.
Wemeyou, April, 2003 p. 16-17.
45 The company’s website features a black and white photograph of Maiy Ward and Jo Collins from the 
1970s. The nostalgic quality of the image and the postures of the two women (one tuning her guitar, the 
other sitting on the floor reading) are complemented by the down-to-earth face-to-face quality in the 
online photographic portraits of the way they look today (no make-up, white hair, no posing for the 
camera).
45
As Benedict Anderson argues, this kind of discursive construction is not to be judged on its 
“falsity or genuineness” but on the “style” in which it is created (1983, p. 15). One can argue that 
ChickenShed’s emotional style and its “family responsibility” construct can hide under a general 
mood of benevolence the fact that -  as in all families -  it is usually one group of adult individuals 
who has both the power and the way to create specific environments and initiate a practice 
catering for the needs of dependants. Practically speaking, despite ChickenShed’s support of 
children and youth theatre members, there are only a limited number of individuals who have 
progressed through to positions of Head and Director, and paradoxically (with the exception of 
writer-in-residence Paula Rees) there is not one disabled practitioner amongst them. In terms of 
symbolic discourse, to apply Bernstein’s concept, one can argue that ChickenShed’s style has a 
weak external classification but with a strong internal value, since it creates deep symbolic 
attachments with “emotional legitimacy” (Anderson, 1983, p. 14). ChickenShed’s discourse and 
transmission practices favour narratives and identities that display emotional sensitivity and 
moral responsibility as features of inclusive adequacy. Apparently, this narrative has to start 
quite early, transmitting to the participants an attachment to ideals that will later on, within the 
inclusive pedagogic practice, prove to be crucial.
Serving these constructions, ChickenShed’s outreach practice gives large information packs to 
new practitioners who attend for the first time an inclusive workshop. The packs, designed 
especially for the company’s National Inclusive Theatre Training and Development Programme 
(NITTDP), contain educational material and background information about the programme and 
its different stages. They also include booklets detailing the company’s inclusive performing arts 
principles and practical ideas for workshops, rehearsals and performances (formal or informal). 
Interestingly, the packs enclose articles and reviews on the company, similar to the one about the 
history of ChickenShed. It is through the wide distribution of such material that the company 
hopes not only to make itself known to new people but in a way to unite them under a common 
goal and to educate them, symbolically controlling them, towards its specific sense of inclusion.
ChickenShed has the financial and human resources necessary to lead the first stages of its 
National Inclusive Training. The company’s outreach team, usually under the guidance of the 
director of education, sets up children and youth theatre workshops around the country. After 
advertising for practitioners in local and national newspapers, they train the new people in 
inclusive practices for the duration of one term. After that, the project passes to the next stage, 
perceived by the founders of the programme as one of independency and autonomy. Without the
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presence of the initial training team, the newly trained volunteers take the lead in carrying the 
project forward. The company claims it does not receive adequate funding to assist all the new 
groups in other ways than by offering advice on workshop strategies, and guidance in issues of 
fundraising.'^^ Despite the lack of funding to ensure the viability of all the inclusive groups, a 
recent report from the chief executive identifies establishing “a network of inclusive theatre 
groups kite-marked/branded ‘Chicken Shed” as one of the key objectives in the company’s 
strategic plan {Wemeyou, April 2003, p.l).'*’
The terminology used in the report, and especially the words “network” and “branded”, point to 
an integration of artistic practice with market economy. Business networks are being created in 
late capitalist economies as new models of restructuring hierarchical organisations into 
“cooperative teams of creative, autonomous individuals” (Davis and Ford, 2000). Likewise, 
artistic companies like ChickenShed seek new forms of distribution by creating what is known as 
“creative partnerships” with councils, and business organisations. Often imitating commercial 
administration tactics they recruit and train people, then give them rights of franchise to go on 
creating a similarly inclusive cultural product. Within the community arts sector, Becky Shaw 
has criticised the Arts Council of England’s “creative partnerships” as a manipulative use of the 
arts and of arts practitioners. Shaw argues that such practices are part of the status-quo “offering 
a flexible made-to-measure, just-in-time approach that reflects contemporary production”. She 
also stresses that such schemes often use art as a “useful image-building tool” serving narrow 
personal or organisational interests (2007, p. 126).
Sales organisations that operate by creating an independent-freelance base of labour, often 
promote a very strong ethos targeting the loyalty of the workforce. For ChickenShed, the process 
of setting up inclusive satellites, without having the ability to sustain formal links guaranteeing 
their success, is a very challenging one. To overcome the risks of failure, the training needs to 
involve an internal classification based on creating effective symbolic bonds between a family 
core (the company) and a procreated family (reproduced Sheds). ChickenShed’s outreach 
practice and its discourse construct a representation of the world as a space potentially open to the
^  The new inclusive groups are encouraged to apply for funding to a range of organisations (councils, local 
educational authorities, private funding bodies, and recently, commercial corporations) independently but 
assisted by reference letters and recommendations on behalf of ChickenShed.
This marketing orientation can also be observed in a recent reorganisation of the education and outreach 
department, which now employs a Head of Marketing and Development for its national and educational 
programmes.
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meaning of inclusion, which also resembles a gap in the market open to be filled by the inclusive 
cultural service.
What the Inclusive Training Programme creates is an “imaginary geography” (Shields, 1997, 
p. 189) of inclusive community, made possible through the reproduction of smaller sites in the 
image of ChickenShed. In fact, the identity reproduced through the programme is not that of 
ChickenShed as a nationally profiled professional company but as a collective of people working 
together for twenty-five years sharing common beliefs. This is why in the literature included in 
the information packs and the introductory talks about the project, the trainers emphasise the 
humble beginnings of the company; its creation from a bam, to hired church halls, to the West 
End and finally to a purpose built theatre. It is a narrative that inspires others to share the same 
ideals and perhaps share in the same success that appears all the more covetable since it takes the 
form of a collective recognition of the ethical significance of an inclusive art of quality. I, as an 
outreach member for instance, at first did not have any objections to subscribing to such 
representation of my practice. One of the ways to study if ChickenShed’s classification transmits 
successfully its sense of ethos and identity to its outreach satellites is through analysing the 
process of naming.
As Michel de Certeau writes: “every power is toponymical and initiates its order of places by 
naming them” (1984, p.129). It is noteworthy that the outreach groups set up by ChickenShed’s 
national programme, even when encouraged to do otherwise, opted for a reproduction of the 
word “Shed” in naming their own practice. Hence, a network of twenty Sheds has been set up 
around the country, including: a New Shed in Newham, an East End Shed in Tower Hamlets, a 
Watershed in Hillingdon, an Orbit Shed in Surrey, a Blue Shed in Liverpool, with plans for a 
forthcoming Piter Shed in St. Petersburg, in Russia (these plans are discussed in Chapter 3). By 
naming themselves something evoking ChickenShed, the new groups express their will to 
participate in a wider formation, a cultural space of inclusion as imagined and transmitted by the 
company that trained them.'** ChickenShed “pedagogises” them into entering an inclusive arts 
cultural scheme, and the new Sheds comply through the symbolic code of categorising 
themselves as something close to and similar to the site (the verb to ‘pedagogise’ draws from
'** Despite the explicit objective in the chief executive’s report, the responsibility of naming (as personally 
experienced in New Shed Inc.) lies with the team of newly trained volunteers, in consultation with the 
children and youth theatre members. In the case of my group the majority decided on the use of “Shed” 
to symbolise our aspiration to the company’s prestige and ideals. The children added ‘Inc.’ after the 
Disney movie Monsters Inc. The adult members read Inc. as an abbreviation of the word “included”.
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Bernstein’s terminology to point to the symbolic control inherent in the training process). 
ChickenShed’s classification indeed works and proves to be constantly active in establishing 
seemingly autonomous, but in fact rigorously promoted, emotional identification with the 
company as leader/patriarch.
ChickenShed succeeds in transmitting discursively the identity of a space of inclusive art as 
something that confers benefits to people, such as formerly segregated pupils who want to be 
involved in artistic experiences together with pupils from mainstream education, and arts 
practitioners. However, it would be incorrect to argue that what ChickenShed achieves is the 
mere reproduction of itself. The process of outreach training and the development of new groups 
entail unavoidable cultural production. The production that takes place within a satellite group is 
manifest initially in the remaking of empirical space (school hall) into a social and cultural space 
(New Shed inclusive group) with relations to its social surroundings that are different to those of 
the company. Naming and thus culturally coding the new social space is the first sign of 
production on behalf of the members. They establish an ordinary school hall, following 
ChickenShed’s training, as a new site characterised by specific activities with a culturally given 
identity (inclusive). In this way, ChickenShed’s discourse acts not only as a controlling device 
but also as facilitator helping re-imagine and re-invent everyday spaces of schooling to create 
inclusive groups. These are in turn new social constructions with emerging ideologies and 
volition of their own, as is argued in Chapter 6.
As discussed in the following part of this chapter, classifications and representations of space as a 
site can both inform and restrict individual and collective embodied actions within this space. It 
is essential to point to the fact that actions are not determined only by the classified nature of the 
site but also by the possible agencies of the people occupying social space. It is crucial to 
conceptualise spatial and temporal structures as sites where change materialises through the 
cultural creation of social actors. A range of educational practices is considered in the following 
pages in relation to representations of the site.
2.2 Social Settings: Inclusive Ideology, Dance Methodology and Habitus
“Social settings” is the second concept in Carspecken’s socio-ontological model that I appropriate 
in this study. Settings relate to “tacit shared understandings” that manifest themselves every time
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individuals interact and “set boundaries on the expected behaviour” (Carspecken, 1996, p.34). 
Unlike the material manifestations of the behaviour of social actors, the settings that trigger their 
behaviour are not directly observable. Settings and tacit understandings on the requirements of 
every social situation can be revealed through a process of decoding social interactions. In this 
part of the chapter I decode inclusive practices, partly through ethnographic description (using my 
own voice or “I” of the researcher) and by incorporating Bernstein’s concepts of control/framing 
and Bourdieu’s habitus to bolster the critique.'*^
ChickenShed’s classification practices establish inclusive sites and individuals, who find 
themselves for the first time in the site, need to learn about the site’s required settings. The 
company, through the initial training offered, sets the boundaries of inclusive behaviour, and 
creates a consensus between new learners. It then moves out to let them conduct new tacit 
negotiations continuing the inclusive interaction into which they have been educated. 
ChickenShed’s discursive classification plays, as shown during the analysis of the site, a crucial 
role in making the rules for the coordination of action, in ways that ensure that the action 
continues when the tutoring ends. The tutoring or pedagogising of ChickenShed not only defines 
the space but also codes and expectation of performance in this space. By inscribing symbolic 
meaning and ideological value to the physical realm of a studio, and making it transcend into a 
locus of the inclusive arts universe, ChickenShed’s pedagogic practice further acts towards the 
production of a habitus that defends and defines the whole conceptual and cultural world of 
inclusion. It is through this process that the imagined becomes material. Settings exist to make 
sure that the imagined becomes material in consistent and predictable ways, giving form every 
time to the same phenomenon. Nevertheless, Bernstein’s (1996) conceptualisation of control and 
pedagogic framing point not only to the mechanisms of reproduction but also to the potential for 
change carried out by social agents. Critical analysis starts with the premise that the individuals 
studied are socialised by discourse into a specific type of ‘inclusive’ relations. But in acting out 
these relations, through concrete embodied practices, meanings that were initially hidden can be 
challenged or ultimately transformed once they are made clear.
The term “habitus” features in many of Bourdieu’s works (1984, 1985, 1993). It designates a system of 
durable and transposable cultural dispositions (1980, p.88). According to Bourdieu, the distribution of 
habitus is the way by which power and control get reproduced (1977). In the sociology of theatre 
Shevtsova uses the concept to account for artistic dispositions that can both “structure action and 
representation” and be structured by them (2002, p.56). Here it is understood as a set of embodied 
dispositions structured by and structuring inclusive ideology.
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The written accounts detailing the inclusive methodology of ChickenShed are ideal examples of 
the implicit meanings articulated during the pedagogic process. Looking at the linguistic 
structure of the company’s written methodology, I notice the selections or framings operated by 
the authors. ChickenShed’s educators select a type of communication that relies heavily on 
transmitting the idea of the achievability of inclusion through the implementation of a series of 
inclusive rules (settings). This is a type of symbolic/aesthetic communication that is being 
selected implicitly as the most appropriate to teach people how to be inclusive. “Inclusive 
Delivery” as conceived by ChickenShed prescribes precise realisations of the inclusive 
discourse/ideology into a performing arts workshop, rehearsal and performance practice. At this 
point, principles of inclusive delivery are illuminated through ethnographic description; a textual 
and retrospective elaboration of my own original field notes.
Critical ethnographic work begins with my physical action of entering the space of the 
educational site and discovering the symbols incarnated:
From the first moment I entered ChickenShed as a participant/observer I became 
aware of spatial symbolism conferring the company a distinct pedagogic 
identity.^” The clean-lined contemporary interior and its landscaped exterior 
conveyed messages of professionalism and institutional authority. The corridor 
walls, leading to the workshop studio, are covered with black and white 
photographic portraits sized and framed identically. They portray and are signed 
by the famous British and international star-patrons of ChickenShed.^’ As a 
member of such a milieu I am expected to experience proud ownership and a 
sense of the importance of the practices within the site. They are, after all, 
endorsed by established and instantly recognisable artists. Moving towards the 
dance studio one almost “feels” at the presence of these individuals, embodying 
success and recognition, watching the visitors. These are not group photographs, 
as the ones in the theatre’s foyer, showing members of the company in extracts 
from staged shows. These are pictures of individual cultural achievers forming 
rows of guardians to the symbolism of the practices about to take place. I have 
not yet established a definite meaning for my presence here, but it appears that 
the people in the photographs already know of and sanction my potential for 
inclusive quality and excellence. What is symbolically demanded by every 
individual entering the studio is inclusive behaviour. Voices are lowered in the 
presence of those who sanction; bodies slow down and enter respectfully the 
sanctioned space. As far as I am concerned -  a female Greek middle-class 
twenty-five year old dance and drama teacher -  these images define my position 
in relation to the company’s standards. Insecure and anxious to be seen as an
50 First ‘official’ field visit to the theatre (other than for previous purposes of watching a show or 
performing) took place during the company’s summer school. I was allowed to attend for the purposes 
of her training/research without paying the required fee. (Field notes dated 7th-11*** July 2003).
Late Diana Princess of Wales, Jeremy Irons, Peter Coyote, Sir Cliff Richard, Elaine Page, Bob Hoskins, 
Kenneth Brannagh, amongst others.
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inclusive practitioner of potential, my back stretches up and my shoulders stiffen; 
a conscious effort to demonstrate the posture of a dance practitioner.
Field notes, July 2003
One of the company’s advertising leaflets that can be picked up at the box office reads:
We have been joined by so many extraordinary individuals who play their part as 
ambassadors of the work. The wealth of talent makes us rich.
The word talent in the context of the first encounter with the official site of the company, outside 
the familiar outreach location in East London, carried for me contradictory meanings. The site 
with its photographs, of individuals famous for their talent, displayed evenly, materialised ideas 
of exclusivity and hierarchy that seemed to oppose the outreach’s inclusive s e t t i ngs . No  one is 
required to audition or be tested to join ChickenShed, but in the context of the studio and photos, 
I felt that being there, being included was decided and authorised by talented and generous people 
operating at an immaterial level from afar. These people were not present in the workshops or 
any other creative processes I observed but were there to support the practices of the company 
within the dominant culture. My own lived hermeneutic observation continues:
Children came into the theatre for the workshop moving in patiently and in a 
calm manner. They were not totally disciplined; there was excitement in the air, 
friendly greetings and bursts of animated exchange. ChickenShed staff was 
present but waited discretely for the groups to settle. The appointed group 
support leaders were already sitting on the floor inviting children to do the same. 
Within less than six minutes and with no verbal instruction uttered openly, all 
fifty members were divided into five groups and appeared already involved in 
routine warm-ups or name games taking place in all groups at the same time. We 
were all waiting for the workshop to begin.^^ Long before the assignment of 
performative tasks, certain categories and dispositions within my own group 
were already established. The two company members acting as group support 
leaders -  both non-disabled as all other leaders in the company -  acknowledged 
my presence as adult participant and positioned me in a strategic place opposite 
them in the floor circle. The implicit purpose was to provide the framing for me 
to experience the workshop both as a student and as trainee inclusive leader. In 
practice, it needs to be said, the young members of the Children Theatre, who 
had been selected and invited to participate in this educational workshop, were
It is important to observe that the photos portrayed individuals of white ethnic backgrounds none of 
whom were disabled.
This particular dance workshop was part of the company’s summer school course Behind the Scenes, 
which offers a week of exploration into the inclusive method in practice. It allows students to experience 
various aspects of the company’s work and see how practice develops from workshops to performance. 
It is designed as a taster for future applicants of ChickenShed’s postgraduate certificate/MA in 
Inclusivity (with Middlesex University). The workshop was led by the director and associate director of 
dance and a tutor of the company’s BTEC national diploma course.
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much more familiar with its structure than me; in this context I was the one who 
had many things to learn from them.
Field notes, July 2003
The children and youth members usually invited beforehand to participate in a taster summer 
school workshop are supposed to represent the diversity of the company’s membership in term of 
age, ethnicity, class and ability. Course organisers make sure, more or less consciously, that each 
group includes at least one representative from each social category. The selection is implicit and 
deemed necessary to the pedagogic goals of the workshops. However, I suggest that this 
selection/division remains invisible to the eyes of most of the young participants and its meaning 
decoded only by those adults selected and training to reproduce the inclusive model.
As we all sat on the floor in a circle playing a warm-up game, I became aware of 
my own internalised classificatory process. I was mentally planning/rehearsing 
the relations that I assumed would be physicalised during the dance. 
Remembering the information of all the inclusive guides, I looked around and 
recognised tacitly those individuals in my group and in other groups who were 
potentially in need  of my inclusive diagnosis and embodied help  during the 
dance. Without appearing indiscreet or breaking the continuity of my groups’ 
game, I looked around and was thus able to perceive a girl with crutches, an 
uncommonly quiet black boy, and a teenager with Down’s syndrome among 
others. I looked at them and categorised them in the same way I sensed the 
group leaders look at and categorise me. When my eyes focus back on my group 
one of the leaders is smiling at me. I ponder whether this smile embodies a tacit 
understanding of our common non-disabled leader’s agency, or it is just an 
inclusive encouragement or both.
Field notes, July 2003
ChickenShed’s inclusive codes attempt simultaneously to fulfill needs and create a special 
outlook towards these needs. Non-disabled practitioners are offered the opportunity to develop 
an inclusive habitus; to develop certain behaviour towards participants who are categorised 
differently according to the “communicative syntax” (Bernstein, 1996). Long before students’ 
competencies are witnessed in practice, leaders acquire a system/language of divisions.
Can I ever be able to see/hear/move through ‘m y ’ position and disposition as 
member of a dominant culture and through ‘o ther 's categorisation to recognise 
unpredicted and unclassified abilities?
Field notes, July 2003
A critical understanding of human agency infers that change is possible. Nevertheless, my 
discourse analysis reveals that ChickenShed’s discourse regulates, controls and in some way 
restricts the manner in which members of inclusive practices can conceptualise themselves and
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others. ChickenShed teaches people to relate with others in certain ways. As a trainee I was in a 
privileged position to be given explicitly the principles of ‘inclusive’ classification. '^* Prospective 
inclusive leaders are offered the methodology and practical training towards “building individual 
and group profiles as alternatives to formal audition” {Chicken Shed National Inclusive Theatre 
Training and Development Programme, Booklet One, 2003). They are not encouraged to reflect 
on the necessity of the process of selection but to invent inclusive forms of selection and 
evaluation. Inclusive leaders are meant to observe and monitor participants’ consistency of 
attitude and focus. Their role is to build a picture of their needs. The needs supposed to be 
addressed by ChickenShed’s inclusive delivery do not refer to individualised needs or 
personalised requirements based on the existence of bodily, cultural and social differences 
between the participants. They are thought to be the needs of every participant at any given 
time.^  ^ No categories such as ‘visually impaired’ or ‘learning difficulties’ enter the pedagogic 
discourse of the company.
Community dance artist Peppy Hills, in her book I t ’s Your Move! An Inclusive Approach to 
Dance (2003) is equally concerned with the role of inclusive leaders in recognising and 
addressing the needs of the dancers they work with. She too suggests ways for leaders to ensure 
the inclusion and equality of access of all dance participants. Not so unlike ChickenShed in this 
particular respect, her methodology recommends the observation of participants’ responses to the 
inclusive activity. However, Hills argues that the responsibility of acknowledging participants’ 
“body feedback” should be shared between the workshop leader and specially appointed group 
support assistants:
When leading a session there is so much to see and do that it may be helpful to 
have an ‘informed observer’ watching -  someone who knows the dancers and 
can feed back on what they see.
Hills, 2003, p.27.
^^Through documents distributed to new outreach practitioners, I became familiar with a list of prescribed 
behaviour in delivering activities involving all members but assigning them to ‘balanced inclusive 
groups’ supported by group assistants {Chicken Shed Methodology and Practice, 2000. See Appendix
55 These are for instance “the need for extra focus to get over particular hurdles in life, need to be stretched 
artistically, need to boost confidence, need to do something for the first time, need to focus on individual 
and group communication, need to be stretched inclusively” (Chicken Shed Summer School material, 
2003).
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For Hills, observation does not only involve the task of making sure groups are “inclusively 
balanced”, as ChickenShed stipulates, but ensuring that individual difference is grasped and 
addressed on the basis of it being difference of needs and not just an imbalance to the workshop’s 
inclusive harmony or symmetry. In addition. Hills recommends that both leader and group 
support ‘observer’ know exactly what they are looking at/for, namely the needs of individual 
dancers, which are “physical and emotional” and linked to “specific individual conditions” 
including “physical disabilities and/or sensoiy impairments, learning difficulties” (2003, p.7).
It is evident that despite commonalities in inclusive outlook, ChickenShed is different to other 
existing inclusive dance curricula that opt for explicit reference and description of impairment. 
Hills’ discourse includes terms such as “quadriplegic”, “cerebral palsy” and “muscular 
dystrophy” (2003, p.7). Terms like these never appear in ChickenShed’s methodology. Hills 
spells out the effects that particular conditions can have on individuals, such as “lost or 
underdeveloped speech” or “use of a communication aid” (2003, p.20). She argues that inclusive 
leaders and support assistants should know the needs of individuals and, furthermore, should 
acquire “more knowledge of specific disabilities” (2003, p.62). Hills concentrates on disabilities 
and their embodiment because she believes that they impact directly on the learning styles of the 
participants, and the inclusive leader needs to be able to deliver activities that match the 
members’ diverse “preferred learning styles”(2003, p.41). Hills goes even further to refer to 
“particular” and “specific groups” needs, and she identifies needs that can be expressed, for 
instance, by people she describes as “high energy dancers”: “an umbrella term for a range of 
behaviours related to medical and psychological conditions” (2003, p.29). She spells out a list of 
possible needs often relevant to dancers with “short attention span”, for example, as follows:
Need for clear boundaries, consistency, relevant stimuli, relevant pace, change of 
activity, physical movement that often wears them out, attention from others, 
appropriate support.
Hills, 2003, p.30.
Hills is not the only one to endorse overt naming of impairment and anticipate needs related to 
impairment for the purposes of inclusive dance education. CandoCo’s Accessing Dance and 
Performance Training model (ADAPT) makes explicit reference to case studies of disabled 
students -  paying remarkable attention to the specificities of their embodiment -  in order to 
encourage dance teachers to think about adapting movement tasks to suit individual profiles and 
needs:
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Case Study-Student A: wheelchair user (not self propelling), also likes to work 
out of the chair, has cerebral palsy and epilepsy, uses non-verbal means of 
communication, English is a second language.
ADAPT Inset for Ur dang Academy, January 2008.
Material compiled by and printed here with the permission of Susie Cox, 
director of CandoCo’s Foundation Course for disabled dancers.
In opposition to integrated dance methodologies commissioned by the Arts Council of England, 
such as East London Dance Agency’s People Moving, which teaches a theoretical component on 
the terminology and understanding of disability and social disadvantage, ChickenShed does not 
teach formally the information contained in its inclusive booklets.C hickenShed professes a 
belief in the inherent charisma of the arts to transmit directly and effectively, without the need of 
explicit theoretical discussion or any other mediating structure, the knowledge of inclusion. The 
company employs a language, which instead of referring openly to physical/mental disability or 
issues of social or cultural difference and presenting explanations for their exclusion, it invests in 
a symbolic use of words such as all and everybody.^^ This makes it easy for a wide range of 
individuals to recognise themselves in the company’s images and practices, and can explain 
partly what gives ChickenShed its popularity. Disabled members who choose not to identify 
themselves as ‘disabled’ but prefer to be seen as ‘just normal human beings’ may find that 
ChickenShed’s discourse enables their chosen representation more than other discourses and 
disability/community settings available.^*
I attended East London Dance Agency’s People Moving training programme (curriculum written by 
Parkes, Connor, 2003 in partnerships with the dance department of the Arts Council of England) and 
Hampshire Dance’s training course for people interested in dance with disabled people, Dance Caper- 
Bility. These methodologies take the form of educational workshops that integrate both theoretical 
discussion and practice-based adaptation of the integrating principles. They are led by disability and 
integrated arts practitioners, such as Adam Benjamin and dancers from StopGap (see Appendix 2 for a 
comparison with ChickenShed discourse).
The integrated curricula endorsed by the Arts Council of England do not necessarily demonstrate 
explicitness when it comes to categories of socioeconomic and ethnic background but focus on 
observable embodied differences that materialise more directly in the practice of dance. Hills pays 
attention to the category of gender as an area of identity politics and individualised need expressed within 
an inclusive workshop situation. She writes that the inclusive leader should be on the look out for signs 
of discomfort expressed by e.g. “a female dancer being uncomfortable being asked to work physically 
with a male, or vice versa” (2003, p.62). I suggest that the critical way these curricula perceive disability 
could extend to thinking about economic and ethnic inequalities far more promisingly than 
ChiekenShed’s implicit discourse.
In discussions that I had with two participants of the 2003 summer workshop, who are both wheelchair 
users, I learned to appreciate and respect this active choice o f representation despite my reservations as 
to its potential for wider social inclusion. My critique does not target the limits of the choice but the 
limits of ChickenShed’s discourse and cultural imagination.
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ChickenShed’s methodology uses strong framing language in order to make the leaders feel 
responsible for a “balanced provision of opportunity”, in an unambiguous manner (Summer 
School material, 2003)/^ The students do not have to be made aware of their own needs as long 
as the inclusive leaders are responsive to them in organising the workshop structure. Members 
are praised and given credit in ritualised ways when they do something right and inclusive for the 
group.“  It is the leaders’ job to monitor and evaluate the needs of others more as part of general 
classroom practicality and less as an opportunity for the participants’ reflective practice. This 
marks a significant difference from other curricula for integration such as People Moving and 
CandoCo’s ADAPT and Foundation Course for disabled dancers. These promote a different type 
of pedagogic assessment/evaluation; one that combines tutor assessment with self-assessment and 
peer assessment as well as reflective practice at all levels. It is true that ChickenShed’s 
methodology also encourages reflective practice in regards to the category of inclusion. All of 
the documents intended for the use of trainees and students invite an introductory theoretical 
discussion around the meaning of inclusion. However, there is not space or time allocated to a 
critical engagement with the category of disability, unlike in all the other curricula mentioned. In 
ChickenShed’s discourse, words like ‘access’ and ‘adjustment’ are linked to its particular concept 
of inclusion and not to the social-cultural concept of disability and resulting needs or rights.
People Moving suggests that individual needs and goal monitoring should always be explained to 
the students to empower them towards self-monitoring and self-evaluation (2004, p. 14). Hills 
mentions the need for “an ongoing awareness of individual dancers’ physical management 
programmes” and communication between dancer teacher and care or physio/medical staff (2003, 
p. 18). It is important to note that ChickenShed’s methodology does not account for the role of 
support workers, except for the inclusive arts practitioners trained for the task within the 
company. In all the workshops I have experienced as part of my training and for the purposes of 
my research, I have never seen carers or other staff, who often accompany disabled participants to 
ChickenShed, being invited to participate in the inclusive process. The company’s written 
methodology has no mention of their role, the way Hills does for example, and according to its 
philosophy (the way I understand it), health workers and paid carers could be seen as markers of
Inclusive Methodology offers “strategies for inclusion”; a list of verbal commands for recommended 
behaviour in delivering activities: “6e over-positive”, expressive”, “praise” etc. (Inclusive Delivery 
o f Activities, 2004).
P art Two shows that participants are often required to do something inclusive by overcoming their 
individual needs and that this can be met with embodied resistance threatening the inclusive framework 
altogether.
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disability singling out individuals, and should therefore be removed from the inclusive equation, 
in order to allow for the uninhibited expression of group members/’
In ChickenShed, the responsibility of the leader is to follow the commandments of inclusive 
conduct and to include others. Following this inclusive modality, the leader has to make sure that 
other individuals within the group, those able to help, learn to include and help others. My 
ethnographic description offers an example of the way leaders are trained by other leaders in how 
to act inclusively through the use of a special kind of body language modeling an appropriate 
inclusive habitus. Inclusive body language is a language that consists of considerate looks, 
sympathetic smWes, focused attention to those who are talking, showing o f interest, passing focus 
from one individual to another, leaning just slightly forward to show focus as actively as possible 
{Chicken Shed NITTD Programme, 2003, p.19). This is how I learned to display corporeally the 
inclusive language I had acquired:
I want to make sure I show that I am inclusive. I am aware that I should 
demonstrate attention and listening with respect and patience. When it was the 
turn of a hesitant child with speech impediment to say his name (‘loudly or 
quietly’ said the leader) and accompany it with an action (‘big or small’), as part 
of the warm up task, all support assistants in the group made sure we showcased 
the ‘active and more sympathetic focus’ reserved to ‘quiet and shy individuals’ as 
defined in the methodology.
Field notes from Behind The Scenes At Chicken Shed, 8* July, 2003.
In my training with ChickenShed I learned to perceive focus, attention and respect as inclusive 
attitudes that are encoded morally rather than just possible consequences emerging from the 
creative process or the encounter with difference. The same can be true for the inclusive provisos 
of other existing methodologies. Benjamin (2001) and Hills (2003) for example, make use of 
terminology that also has moral undertones to it, such as ‘honesty’, ‘integrity’ and ‘caring for 
everybody’. The difference is that they appear to conceptualise dance-inspired, practice-based 
and kinesthetic codes of “physical listening” (Hills, 2003, p.22) and a more proxemic awareness
In informal conversations that 1 had with company staff (Summer 2003), it has been reported to me that, 
in the past, health carers had been allowed to enter the inclusive workshops, but that these proved to be 
unwilling to participate creatively in the process. Their presence was seen as awkward and contributing 
to changes in the dynamics of the group that were non-conducive to inclusion. Hence carers were barred 
from entering the space of the workshops. To my knowledge carers are asked to wait outside the studios 
of ChickenShed. Hills also stresses the challenges of involving reticent support workers with no previous 
inclusive briefing/training. She mentions factors such as the “unease from changes in power balance” 
between dancers and people who are normally seen as ‘in charge’ (Hills, 2003, p.25).
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of other peoples’ needs.“  In contrast, and prior to all individual dance encounters, 
ChickenShed’s methodology and its discourse make sure they establish the notion that creativity, 
in the context of inclusive instruction, equals not so much the desire to act towards individual 
dance expression but “the desire to act upon ideas and direction o f  others and for  others” {Chicken 
Shed NITTD, 2003, p. 19). Those able to recognise the moral righteousness of such attitudes are 
encouraged to put their creative abilities in the service of other people’s needs for creativity. 
Those positioned as in need of creative inclusion are required to mirror and follow the common 
inclusive direction.
ChickenShed’s methodology is quite explicit about its conviction that inclusive teaching produces 
inclusive behaviour and that, by extension, inclusive artistic creativity produces social inclusion. 
Its written methods and its training aim at creating inclusive habitus as an embodied and intuitive 
set of dispositions leading to inclusion. By modeling focus to the needs of others, leaders are 
believed to be modeling inclusion. The action to ‘model’ is of particular interest here;
Model how to focus attention both to directors at the front of a workshop, and to 
directors supporting the group. Demonstrate how to encourage individuals to 
focus on each other’s communication... Model the showing of interest, even 
when communication contributions take longer. Where individuals are distracted 
or lose focus, model ways to retain and recover focus.
Chicken Shed NITTD, 2003.
Focus, attention and respect cease to be expressive and become instrumental; they can be used 
and thus opposed, as another instrument for structuring conformity to the rules of inclusion. 
There lies the symbolic/pedagogic control of ChickenShed’s inclusivity, and as such I critique it. 
My lived experiences of inclusive workshops yielded insight into how bodily behaviour and 
especially eye contact is used to externalise possession of the inclusive codes on behalf of those 
who hold them. Those who look around passing focus, giving cues for people to talk and 
orchestrate responses, identify the needs and implicitly monitor the needy are those who hold the 
authority to control the communicative framework and evaluate individual responses as 
legitimate to inclusion or not. As I analyse in Chapter 5, a look can serve easily as a discreet 
method of censoring and a silent device of authority. The hypothesis that arises here is that
I discuss this difference between inclusive curricula in more detail in Chapters 5 and 7, where I refer to 
the omnipresence of the inclusive gaze in ChickenShed’s pedagogy and aesthetics and juxtapose it to a 
more holistic embodied awareness of individual needs, as promoted by alternative pedagogies.
^^ “Structure of conformity” is a phrase employed by McLaren (1999) to account for oppressive 
performances of instruction within a Catholic school in Canada catering for the needs of working class 
children of immigrant families from the Azores (p.81).
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within ChickenShed’s inclusive methodology, a division operates between those facilitated to 
look at others and those positioned as to be looked at/after by others.
Devices of symbolic control are therefore established within the inclusive group through warm­
ups and name games; group support leaders model how to focus attention to the directors at the 
front.^ As attention moves out of the separate groupings and towards common direction from the 
front, the shape of the group, the positions of the individuals and the general configuration of the 
class are significantly transformed. Ethnographic description offers the details of this 
transformation from the individual to the inclusive:
Group support leaders encouraged us to copy as they turned their heads away 
from the centre of our group circle to face out towards the director of dance who 
was about to start a movement warm-up involving the class as a whole. Our little 
circle, where it was easy for me to see people talk and move, broke. The whole 
workshop was now positioned frontally in respect to the directors and the studio 
mirrors behind them. They apologised for not having enough time to cover up 
the mirrors and instructed us to ignore our reflection and focus on the ‘common 
feeling’ of the group. The workshop got into a performative mode, where it felt 
that abilities to include and be included into a common action were at issue. I 
was no longer in a position to look at and monitor others but I felt that I too 
would be looked at and monitored for my inclusive abilities. It felt like familiar 
territory; very similar to the traditional class structure I had trained for in the 
past. As for the mirrors, were they the fourth wall - preparing for the future gaze 
of the audience? I stretched my back and made a conscious effort to appear close 
to others so that my reflection would appear less awkward, more involved. The 
girl next to me was looking her self in the mirror, fixing her ponytail. She then 
struck a pose and giggled at our joined reflection.
Field notes, 8"’ July 2003"'
To summarise the points made in this chapter; ChickenShed constructs a self-representation of its 
social site based on a family-like model, which establishes relationships between inclusive 
providers and beneficiaries. The success of the model is premised on the transmission of an 
inclusive ability from generations of leaders to generations of participants, in the hope that they 
too will become ‘leading’ exponents of inclusion. The transmission takes the form of
^  It is indicative that ChickenShed’s methodology uses the term “group support leader” and not “group 
support assistant” (Hills, 2003), “learning support assistant” (Whatley, 2007) or “dance support 
specialist” (CandoCo’s ADAPT material from training day, June 2008). Echoing my critique, the 
repetition of the word leader points to a need for multiple leading towards a unified inclusive direction 
for the whole group (determined by the leaders); not multiple facilitating towards diverse personal 
directions within a communal joumey (alternative terminologies seem to promote).
A more detailed discussion of the embodiment and aesthetic implications of this common frontal 
direction of inclusive dance practice is reserved for P art Two.
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rules/settings that get distributed performatively. The critique demonstrates that ChickenShed’s 
settings of inclusion are often meant to categorise and diagnose according to new perceptions of 
ability and need, and that the principles defining those who include and those who are included 
are invisible to the participants. The hypothesis at this stage states that, despite the rhetoric, the 
principles of inclusion do not always get distributed to all members explicitly or equally."" 
Critical ethnographic and discourse analysis shows that the implicit rules of the inclusive practice 
can create unequal relations. Implicit hierarchy between transmitter and learner can be seen to 
favour those privileged in their social, educational and physical background. The ideological 
critique of inclusion shows that: a) ChickenShed’s discourse avoids the social model of disability 
and b) its inclusive methodology neglects individual conditions, such as impairment, as a basis 
for tactical engagement with difference and cultural adaptation. I argue that in ChickenShed’s 
pedagogy the category of ‘other’ has no material socio-political significance and no corporeal 
ontology but becomes a rather moral value for those endowed with inclusive knowledge.
Finally, transmission of rules and modes of use assigned to those who ‘lead’ rather than to those 
who are ‘led’ can be seen as the construction of an inclusive hegemony. The ‘includers’ are 
orientated towards intellectual and competent use of the space, through methodological strategies 
aimed at “creating environment”, “entering space, welcoming individuals and settling groups”. 
Strategies are studied away jfrom the group, so that they can be transmitted practically to those to 
be “included”. They in turn embody the inclusive process implicitly. Nevertheless, these 
divisions are not acknowledged by ChickenShed’s pedagogy. The company promotes an 
inclusive ethos and a habitus targeting consensus. It avoids explicit use of categories such as 
disability and claims to be including ‘everyone’ by creating a new social and cultural ability; 
namely inclusive ability. Inclusive ability is established as a new general category applying to all 
individuals irrespective of their social identity; it is a moral faith in inclusion open to being 
embraced by everyone. Nonetheless, the question of who excels in exemplifying this faith in the 
most competent way depends largely on who possesses the knowledge, has studied the inclusive 
scriptures, and manages to be a charismatic emissary of inclusion for others to follow."’
"" I refer to more examples of unequal distribution of the principles of dance production within 
ChickenShed’s practice in Chapters 5 and 7.
"’ My use of a transcendental quasi-religious and quasi-Christian metaphor is intentional, to illustrate the 
influential cultural paradigm that inclusive ideology, acting as another humanist moral hegemony often 
emulates.
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CHAPTERS
CHICKENSHED’S INCLUSION AS PRODUCT WITHIN THE ARTS MARKET
In the previous chapter I argued that ChickenShed’s favouring of transmitting inclusive ways of 
‘doing’, without an explicit rationale for a critical engagement with socio-cultural difference, can 
prove problematic. The present chapter examines how far the company’s assumption that a 
uniform habitus is or can be shared by all participants can lead to further unequal practices. 
Practices analysed in this chapter are tested for their initial claims of promoting equality among 
participants. Critique focuses on how ChickenShed’s cultural construction of inclusion can get 
appropriated by hegemonic and market discourses. Emphasis is given to the ways the company 
respectively negotiates connections to hegemonies to secure expansion. In order to grasp the 
limitations but also the possibilities of the inclusive imagination (and its ideology regarding 
difference), I analyse not only the spatio-temporal conditions that generated it, but also associate 
it with wider social structures acting to assist or constrain it.
Continuing the use of Carspecken’s model (1996), I apply the concept of “locale” to account for 
actions that take place within the site of ChickenShed as influenced by factors outside the site 
itself. Locale relates to Bourdieu’s concept of “field” and in the present analysis, I use both 
interchangeably. Locale/field illustrates how power, both expressed as subjective will and as 
materially institutionalised classification, works to affect the nature of empirical relations 
between ChickenShed and other sites; often placed as ‘adversaries’, ‘targets’, or ‘clients’. The 
sociological assumption is that a variety of cultural, economic and political conditions existing 
independently of individual sites, are responsible for generating relations between sites. I argue 
that ChickenShed develops strategies of competition or collaboration with other artistic and 
educational institutions. These are not only the result of individual intentions, but also of 
circumstances, attitudes and practices that prevail in the larger socio-cultural environment, from 
which ChickenShed cannot be isolated.
The concepts of locale/field are relevant to the research design in generating a move outwards; 
applying them is the first move from the ‘micro’ of the site towards the ‘macro’ of wider cultural 
relations. ChickenShed’s settings and their manifestations in dance practice take their full 
meaning in relation to the pragmatics of an educational, artistic, and business culture operating 
outside the physical boundaries of the site; what Carspecken calls the “meaning horizon” (1996,
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p.254). This does not mean that participants are always implicated consciously in producing 
explicit claims about the entire society and culture. Nonetheless, members’ practices can oppose 
or be in agreement with other sites within the British and globalised cultural industry.
3.1 The Theoretical Concept of “Field”
Scholars in the performing arts have appropriated Bourdieu’s field as a concept pertinent to the 
study of dance and theatre as cultural practices (Morris, 1996, Shevtsova, 2002). An important 
component of Bourdieu’s social theory, field points to the social and material character of the 
arts. Field can assist in a social contextualisation of cultural phenomena and reveal something 
about the “real, imagined, implied or virtual audiences” to whom artistic acts are tacitly or 
explicitly addressed (Shevtsova, 2002, p.36). The sum of the symbolic and material conditions 
and the interactions between groups is what creates the field of their shared cultural existence. A 
cultural field is established not only by the final products of art but by the process of “social 
dialogue” between theirs and other creators, their conflicting ideas, their common goals and their 
collective techniques, tactics and know-how."* Thus, in decoding the meaning inherent in 
cultural work, traces of the initial dialogue (socio-cultural semiosis) of its creation and evidence 
of relationships between the “I” that conceived it and “you”/“us”/“they” categories to which it is 
addressed, need to be unearthed. It should be emphasized, however, that the process of decoding 
extends to the material realm of everyday life and involves taking account not only of discursive 
but also material conditions such as “management teams and purse strings” (Shevtsova, 2002, 
p.43). Although such conditions seem at a first glance to be attributable to individual 
institutions/sites, they are in fact generalised and apply to the larger socio-cultural context of the 
field.
The idea of inclusion and how it could be put into artistic, educational and social practice 
accumulates different and renewed meanings, as it is used/thought across sites and fields. It 
means different things to different people and all of its potential meanings should be addressed 
before a conclusion on its social relevance is attempted. As with every cultural concept, inclusion 
can accrue contradictory meanings, gain new meaningfulness or re-inscription of value. It is not 
the creation of one site but a category traveling across sites; it is dynamic and not static, 
permeable to interventions and re-inventions. ChickenShed’s inclusive practice - however
"* My understanding of the term “social dialogue” draws on Bakhtin’s “dialogism” and “dialogical 
imagination” (1986).
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circumscribed in its imagination and style -  is not constrained to one space and time, but emerges 
within its field, as an active force for negotiation and change.
Inclusive dance is a practice within the field of its production, namely British contemporary 
performing arts, with a recognised social impetus. Since its ideological employment as a socio­
political category within New Labour manifestos in 1997, inclusion has been promoted as an 
innovative cultural production and a catalyst for reforming older establishments seen as exclusive 
and unequal. Inclusion, Community, Responsibility and Education served as mottos in Blair’s 
1997 Third Way campaign; conceived to showcase the different -  so called social priorities -  of 
the reformed Labour party in tactical opposition to Thatcher’s legacy (Driver, Martell, 1998, 
2002)."^ However, it is indicative of the current political mainstreaming of notions of social 
responsibility that the newly elected leader of the Conservatives David Cameron, refers to “social 
justice” as a challenge set by the party’s agenda. According to a recent campaign:
We [the Conservative party] represent everyone in Britain: wherever they live, 
and whatever their race, religion, gender, sexuality or salary. We want to rebuild 
and strengthen our society for the benefit of all.
www.conservatives.com/socialjusticechallenge, 2004.
Evidently, with time, comes institutionalisation, as is the case with all innovative concepts, and at 
present a range of fields (political, educational, artistic and economic) employ an array of notions 
and nuances of inclusion whilst they continue to debate on the potential and limitations of 
implementing its discourse. It would not be unfounded to claim that in terms of artistic discourse 
and dance training, the term inclusive and integrated practice are becoming a sort of “field 
convention”, as a result of being transmitted aesthetically and educationally for a considerable 
period of time, since the early I980s.’° Especially, since the implementation of the Disability
Margaret Thatcher’s premiership (1979-1983) was marked by industrial strife, high unemployment and 
social unrest. Evaluating Thatcher’s legacy at the present time, her critics claim that British society is 
still feeling the effect of her divisive economic and social policies (privitisation, deregulation of the 
market, reduced state intervention, dismantling of the trade unions and the welfare system). Left-wing 
activists, such as Billy Bragg, deplore the culture of “greed and selfisheness” that Thatcherite politics 
allegedly promoted by encouraging individualism and entrepreneurialism (BBC.co.uk/ News, 2004). Her 
famous declaration: “There is no such thing as society” (interview with Douglas Keay for Woman’s Own 
magazine, 1987), encapsulates the spirit of Thatcherism; emphasising individual responsibility while 
diminishing state accountability and social support infrastructure. Community arts practitioner Becky 
Shaw is critical of the political manipulation of the arts by governments “seeking to recreate participation 
in a society suffering from withdrawal from politics and a devastating fragmentation (2007, p. 126).
* As shown in Chapter 1 there are important differences between inclusive and integrated dance 
discourses and vivid debate between their respective sites. However, it can be argued that exposure and 
cultural visibility resulted in the discursive mainstreaming of a number of disability aesthetics and
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Discrimination Act (DDA) in 1995, at least in terms of its use within policies on accessibility, 
community outreach and a generalised institutional terminology, the word inclusion has become 
politically correct and common place as part of everyday administrative jargon. However, field 
conventions can be understood as spaces of practice and repetition in which ideas can be 
experimented upon and revisited constantly (see Shevtsova’s development and critique of 
Bourdieu’s ‘field’ within theatre studies, 2002, p.40). Artistic fields are always open to cultural 
dialogue and, despite the restrictions caused by conventionalisation, their established and 
classified meanings can evolve and change.
ChickenShed as a cultural site employs, through its established settings, a variety of inclusive 
meanings embodied in educational practice and stage productions. Embedded in every act within 
ChickenShed are both the wider socio-political connotations of inclusion and the participants’ 
personal contemporary and artistic take on them. The site’s production of meaning is restricted 
by the history (and accumulation of values) of inclusion in politics, education, and society, and at 
the same time it is the product of the “interior dialogue” of its members (a concept developed by 
Shevtsova in her reading of Bakhtin for the purpose of theatre studies, 2002, p.42). 
ChickenShed’s enactments of its perception of inclusion constitute a subjective process of 
evaluation and selection of all existing perceptions. In processing meanings of inclusion and 
dance that are available in the society and culture in which they live, practitioners give them their 
own cultural “accent” (Shevtsova, 2002, p.42). By acknowledging ChickenShed’s inclusive 
performing arts methodology as the site’s cultural performative utterance, one also has to accept 
that there is a social system of inclusive language existing outside the company. Members of the 
site gain competence in the use of this language by participating in a related cultural community 
(field/locale). The chosen style of the utterance made by ChickenShed’s members reflects the 
current trends of the field whilst retaining its own cultural legitimacy and originality.
Government policies and financial issues are essential factors in how ChickenShed’s ideology is 
implemented. ChickenShed’s management enters into conversation with Arts Council fiinding 
policies and negotiates sources of alternative financing of their projects, such as corporate 
sponsorship and commercial partnerships. Although it might at first seem that this is a strategy 
chosen individually by ChickenShed, without intending to downplay the role of
integrated practices, more pronounced in media, popular images, and advertisement. Despite the 
conventionalisation, as discussed, there is still a long way to go in terms of equality in training and career 
opportunities.
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personal/institutional agency, I suggest that it is in fact a current field practice, generally applied 
within the cultural sphere under capitalism. The negotiation of material conditions is eventually 
what determines the position that sites like ChickenShed come to occupy in the field. My 
sociological hypothesis here is that, within contemporary society, it is financial coupled with 
ideological issues that act to realise hierarchies within the cultural fields. Achievement of 
economic capital is most crucial to sites obtaining symbolic authority, cultural legitimacy and 
field/social recognition. Looking at the company’s press article on its twenty-five years of 
cultural practice, presented in the previous chapter, one can clearly detect why the state-of-the-art 
theatre has become the symbol of contemporary ChickenShed. It is a sign of financial security 
and commercial success, and according to the authors of the article, it can on its own prove the 
success and status of the company. It is not just the symbolic value of its inclusive methodology 
that confers importance, but the technical quality of its stage productions. It is the amount of 
subsidy that it receives or that it strives to receive, that positions “grown-up” ChickenShed in 
2007 as superior in relation to the romantic and idealist “adolescents” they used to be back in the 
1970s. It is indicative that ChickenShed uses the expression “we have grown, developed and 
learnt” in their literature {Wemeyou, March 1999, p.9).
Especially since the year 2004, when the company faced a financial crisis resulting in the 
cancellation of its core artistic season, there has been a full-scale change of policy, expressed in 
pro-active marketing, emergency fundraising tactics, advertising campaigns and a search for 
commercial partnerships to strengthen budgets. A team of management executives with 
experience in business administration and finance are consulting ChickenShed with the objective 
to optimise income. As I argue in Chapter 4, this change of direction is attributable to a general 
climate for arts funding. Furthermore, as I analyse extensively in Part Two, such 
commercialisation of inclusive projects can represent serious risks for the integrity of their 
pedagogic goals. At present, my critique concerns the effects of ChickenShed’s profitable 
negotiation of material conditions, in its status as a site within the field of performing arts. 
According to Bourdieu’s theory of distinction (1984), cultural systems divide groups of social 
agents into two categories: the dominant and the dominated. Applying the theory of distinction 
for the study of theatrical production, Shevtsova refines it by arguing that artistic sites and their 
practitioners can often occupy more than one position in the field. There are, for instance, sites of 
authority, in relation to the criteria of achievement that simultaneously occupy lower status in 
relation to schemata of, for example, arts subsidies. One such example of double status in the 
field is ChickenShed.
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ChickenShed Theatre Company enjoys the status of a recognised site of success and reputation 
while at the same time it negotiates the difficulties of lacking permanent arts council support. 
Shevtsova describes sites within the heterogeneous field of cultural production as “fractions” 
(2002, p.44). According to Shevtsova, the term is able to portray more fully the nuances that 
exist within the field and that extend beyond a binary opposition between dominated and 
dominant. She argues that “blanket forms” of dominance do not adequately serve the 
complexities and the socio-cultural dynamics of the field of artistic production, and that fi-action 
is a concept that can address more adeptly the multi-positioning of sites as social groupings 
(Shevtsova, 2002, p.44). Applying Shevtsova’s modification of the theory of distinction, it can 
be argued that ChickenShed, as a participant in the field of professional artistic production, is 
dominant due to its recently enhanced ability to promote its practice to a wide audience while 
enjoying commercial success and budgetary security. Seen fi-om the perspective of statutory 
official endowment however, it emerges as dominated, because of the troubles it had with 
continuing to exist as professional artistic organisation and develop as an educational site. 
Nevertheless, other sites within the field would contest fervently any depictions of ChickenShed 
as dominated.” There is significant discursive opposition between ChickenShed and sites of 
integrated and disability arts (as discussed in Chapter 2). Seen from the standpoint of these sites, 
ChickenShed has the power to receive large publicity and coverage through participation in 
mainstream events (such as the Queen’s Jubilee and popular music concerts), while benefiting 
from an aristocratic patronage and corporate donations. Although the usage of the discourse of 
inclusion posits the company against the dominant ablist cultural mainstream, its commercial 
tactics contribute to identifying it within a “dominant fi-action of the dominated”, or a “dominated 
fi-action of the dominant” (Shevtsova’s terminology, 2002, p.44).
ChickenShed’s position in the field as the inclusive mainstream determines the process of 
selecting and evaluating technical, symbolic and marketing practices available in the field, to 
generate a new practice that has been filtered through the company’s “taste” (another concept of 
Bourdieu, 1984). The cultural taste for inclusion that ChickenShed has developed through its 
thirty years of exposure to art and culture is formed in close relation to other sites. As will be 
shown later in this chapter, its own taste of inclusion is sometimes an immediate reaction to an 
established taste, or compliance with a different practised model, or even ‘distaste’ for another
”  See for instance the criticism of disabled-led theatre company in regards to ChickenShed’s radicalism, as 
explained in Chapter 1.
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site’s practice. The position that the company ultimately assumes occurs with respect to the 
immediate pragmatics of the field and its genealogy, and not solely in relation to an internal, 
subjective imagination of what an inclusive world could mean. The way ChickenShed assesses 
other sites’ output, how it markets its own practice, and places itself in the cultural industry, 
affects the political and ethical positions taken by the company. Differentiation within the field 
shapes the final artistic utterance in its aesthetics and politics. The hypothesis examined here is 
whether, due to its strategic choice to use dominant market practices, ChickenShed is sustained 
by connections with real economic and political power, with a cost to be paid in terms of 
preserving its inclusive morals.
3.1.1 Field Styles
Differences in field status, conditions of subsidy and managerial choices, all impinge on the way 
sites practise their art. Analysis of the cultural environment (locale/field) can help to illustrate the 
nexus between, for instance, a marketing plan, a symbolic disposition favourable to current 
economic discourse and the artistic production that takes place in ChickenShed. The relational 
positioning between sites explains how the circumscribed inclusive community and stability that 
ChickenShed tries to create through its settings (generating, for example, relations with schools, 
community groups, or other theatre companies), can never be uniform in its practices but rather 
varied in styles and genres of inclusion. The inclusive community relating to ChickenShed 
(comprising inclusive postgraduate programmes set up in collaboration with Middlesex 
University, inclusive school clubs in the vicinity, and its satellite Sheds) is far fi-om standardised 
in its inclusive practice. This is despite the company’s conscious and methodical efforts to 
transmit common inclusive settings and habitus.
The main reason for this diversity is the different sets of unpredictable relations that each site 
forms with other sites within the wider field. The relation between a company like ChickenShed 
with another professional company subscribing to inclusion, would not be equivalent to the 
relation between an amateur children’s theatre group and the same professional company. That 
was, for example, evident in New Shed Inc.’s efforts to secure a venue for a show. Some of the 
members thought it possible to ask ChickenShed to accommodate them in their main auditorium. 
It became clear, however, that the professional company practice was completely distinguished 
fi-om the outreach. Practitioners in my group were saddened to learn that at the same time their 
group was struggling to find a solution to realise a stage performance for children, ChickenShed
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was contemplating exchanges between staff and venues with the Birmingham Repertoiy Theatre 
and the Byre Theatre in Scotland.
Although these sites can all be said to exist within an imagined inclusive community, hierarchical 
divides between professional and non-professional organisations, or conditions of rivalry and 
competition between professional practitioners and organisations of the field of theatre, contribute 
unavoidably to different affiliations between sites. Awareness of the hierarchies between the 
outreach group and ChickenShed’s professional practice had for a period resulted in a change of 
New Shed Inc.’s perceived affiliation with the company. This was expressed in disappointment, 
resentment, frustration and a will for independent existence without commercial funding. Failure 
to secure funding from the local authority and lack of volunteers finally drove the original group 
to its disbandment. The impact that this change of affiliation and the emergence of an alternative 
discourse had for the dance practices of New Shed Inc. is analysed in detail in Chapter 6.
Affiliations between sites and allegiances to common sets of inclusive values are socially 
generated, according to material conditions that structure the artistic field, rather than inspired 
ideologically. This sociological insight can expose the limitations of inclusive idealism. As has 
been the case with ChickenShed and with the outreach group New Shed Inc., inclusive settings 
and habitus often prove inadequate to tackle the harsh reality of low budgets and unequipped 
school halls. ChickenShed has often opted for alternative tactics depending on the occasion. It 
has accepted, for instance, British Airways and global nutritional suppliers Herbal Life as 
sponsors of two outreach groups, whilst insisting that all that non-sponsored New Shed Inc. 
needed to survive was inclusive commitment, volunteers’ enthusiasm and individual passion. 
Experimenting with dominant commercial practices has lost ChickenShed the allegiance of New 
Shed practitioners. Differences between the two sites were, in my view, partly responsible for the 
termination of Newham children’s inclusive sessions. The company’s attitude was criticised as 
opportunistic and contradictory to the principles of equality, which individuals within the 
outreach group considered as the basis of inclusion.
For the time being, the fate of New Shed Inc. as an illustration of the possible shortcomings of 
ChickenShed’s occasional tactics will not be further discussed. It is important, nevertheless, to 
elaborate more on how the company’s tactics of survival within the field can affect its relation to 
other sites and vice versa. The position of ChickenShed as part of the inclusive mainstream 
determines relations of professional antagonism with other mainstream theatre institutions. To
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maintain its dominant status, the company acts to differentiate itself from its competitors, striving 
constantly for novelty and prestige. In this effort, ChickenShed initiates and leads partnerships 
with established theatres, targeted schools, universities, councils, and consortia. Its role is that of 
an authority in inclusive practice. It is, however, noteworthy that this social dialogue between 
ChickenShed and other institutions can result in new formations, where the dynamics can modify 
the company’s inclusive methodology, so that it suits the settings of the other sites as well. 
Although at first sight it seems that the educational and methodological goals are ChickenShed’s 
responsibility, it is the sum of cultural forces involved that shape the end result, in its artistic 
genre and its cultural politics. For example, the choice of performing arts genre that 
ChickenShed opts for is an expression of its relationship with the collaborating and rival sites. 
When involved in a partnership with schools, the choice of fairy tales can be read as a component 
of the company’s will to reach and pedagogise a young audience, spreading inclusive messages 
through the use of traditional narrative patterns of hardship, moral knowledge and righteous 
resolution. When part of a partnership with renowned individual artists of the field, ChickenShed 
adopts a more experimental approach to rehearsing and staging, often reflecting the associate 
playwrights and musicians’ creative trademarks and illustrating the multiple and flexible talents 
of the company.”
The productions staged in the company’s main auditorium usually belong to the genre of musical 
theatre, fairy tales and popular stories as well as classics such as Shakespeare. As endorsed by 
ChickenShed, such productions visualise the company’s mainstream position within the field. 
There is a clear distinction between the company’s taste for popular culture and that of disability 
arts companies, such as disabled-led Graeae or Anjali for instance, that often embrace 
postmodern aesthetics, through the use of cutting-edge technology, new media, film projections, 
hybrid forms of dance theatre, and subject matter that is based on less traditional stories and non- 
con ventional scripts.”  Distinctions between genres and inclusive aesthetics also express binary 
oppositions between sites. Thus, styles and genres come to be read as clues to the relation 
between a company and another. By selecting musical theatre for instance, ChickenShed
”  Chris Bond’s Alice in the Underground, and the commission for Sarah Daniels’ The Next Room offer 
evidence of different aesthetics filtering through to the smaller scale studio productions of ChickenShed. 
It is interesting to note that for Alice in the Underground, the leading role was offered to Emma 
Cambridge, a performer with learning difficulties. Another disabled performer was also the protagonist 
in the 2006 studio production Who’s afraid o f Virginia’s sister. Having disabled protagonists is not the 
general rule in core company productions in the big theatre, as I analyse in Chapter 7.
See for instance Graeae’s production of Sarah Kane’s Blasted (2005) and their piece of multi-sensory 
theatre Peeling (tour 2002-2004), also Anjall’s WYSIWYG (2003-2004), which has received critical 
acclaim for its avant-garde aesthetics and innovative contemporary dance vocabulary.
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evaluates that this genre translates more effectively its philosophy of accessibility and celebration 
of community. This theatrical genre is thus conceived as the dialogical other to the shock tactics, 
uncomfortable viewing and the sometimes confrontational political agenda of postmodern 
contemporary performance. On the contrary, disability arts opt for subversive aesthetics as a 
challenge to conventional practice and hybridity as an attempt to conceptualise the new, the other, 
and the “unknowable” (Kuppers, 2003).
The artistic sites that promote integration of disability agendas within cultural practice, through 
their own positions, dispositions and productions, inscribe specific status to their preferred 
genres. Respectively, field mechanisms of classification, advertising, and educational training, 
act to further approve the status accorded to a genre and place it within a hierarchy. Hence, what 
begins as a process of self-identification and expressive positioning in relation to others becomes 
reified and conventionalised, an object itself of power that comes to define the site that first 
created it. For example, ChickenShed’s popular, accessible inclusive style has come to classify 
the company as mainstream, even though it had been conceived partly as a way of resisting 
compartmentalisation in terms of inclusive speciality/expertise. In that sense, the style and genre 
of the practice lose their capacity to generate a unique or alternative identity for the company. 
Reputation within the field and circulation within the cultural market may perpetuate the site’s 
status and offer recognition and legitimacy to its practices, but at the same time they fossilise the 
creative and socially embedded traces of its initial production. The field disembodies the 
production, to disconnect it from the social grouping that constructed it, thus de-contextualising it 
in order to render it a product malleable to the requirements of cultural and economic power. 
The analytical task I assume here is to unearth the lost traces of chrono-topical creation of styles 
of inclusion, using the concepts of locale/field, with the aim of emphasising the potential of 
change, and sometimes the risks inherent in the contemporary practice of artistic production and 
its field repetitions. My hypothesis is that not all sites and settings joining ChickenShed have the 
same goals, values and interests in mind. In particular, commercial enterprises that choose to 
support inclusion can see it as a means to their own ends. As Herbal Life’s head of management 
states craftily: “we support ChickenShed as it holds similar principles to our company enabling 
everyone to fulfil their potential whatever their ability” (www.chickenshed.org.uk).
The critique emphasises that ChickenShed is not without liability for this manipulation of its 
inclusive production. ChickenShed is accountable in its weighting of material benefits and
These requirements are addressed in Chapter 4 in relation to reproduction and system integration.
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symbolic losses, and for engaging with economic power that tries to commodify art and distribute 
it as goods to be sold nationally and globally. Economic power requires ChickenShed to produce 
performances that can be reproduced and marketed easily. Anything less strictly defined, such as 
an outreach work in-progress, could be seen as ‘messy’; the realm of amateur and private 
production not to be distributed widely. The company, in trying to give prestigious visibility to 
its inclusive achievements, may exclude alternative perceptions of inclusion fi’om the professional 
field. Novack (1990), analyses the risks inherent in the marketisation and professionalisation of 
dance production, often reserved to those “more skilled [more able] to present it formally” 
(p.229).
3.1.2 A Theory o f Field Practice
It would be incorrect to assume that cultural sites of inclusive production cease to have control 
and ownership of their expressive style once they become distributed within the field; quite the 
opposite is actually the case. ChickenShed practitioners are aware of the ways their site, practice 
and style are classed and they negotiate and try to redefine continually their position in relation to 
others and the whole field.^^ In a constant circle of creative energy and artistic agency, 
practitioners seen as recognised and dominant in the field, work to reinforce or challenge the 
field’s perception of them. Sites that are placed as superior within the hierarchy of the field, try 
to maintain their status and the material conditions that come with it (subsidy, venues of technical 
quality, media coverage), while also trying to address critiques of their practices by members of 
the field situated in oppositional or antagonistic sites. ChickenShed, which positions itself as 
dominated by the official establishment while it is perceived by others as the dominant 
mainstream, addresses both discourses through its practice. For example, as a site, it bestows the 
value of upholding the standards that have won its national reputation, upon the shows that the 
company stages in its main auditorium. These include large-cast Christmas shows based on 
stories such as Peter Pan, The Nutcracker, Pinocchio, Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland, and 
productions such as Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet and Midsummer Night’s Dream, aiming at 
“bringing the people to their poet”( according to the programme notes, 2002). In recent years, 
however, the use of the smaller studio theatre emerges as a platform for innovation, working with 
artists outside the company in an effort to showcase their potential for re-invention and facing up 
to the accusations of producing simplistic or politically correct unchallenging theatre and dance.
For example, the company press and website includes the views and impressions of famous actors and 
directors on the work of ChickenShed. They present a collection of articles and comments published in 
national newspapers, or broadcast on television.
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As Novack (1990) argues, “newness” does no longer have to be associated with being anti- 
establishment. Instead it constitutes “a selling point for a cultural product” (Novack, 1990, 
p.229). Similarly in a way, to what happened to the movement of Contact Improvisation during 
the 1980s, ChickenShed’s Inclusive Dance is currently marketed as culturally dominant.
ChickenShed as a site is involved in a variety of given social and hierarchical relations with other 
sites. Its members also take part in a more complex and more subjective network of competitive 
relations with other companies and inclusive agencies, and both relations (hierarchical and 
competitive) affect the nature and quality of their cultural production. As Shevtsova writes, a 
combination of material and subjective competition governs any social field (2002, p.46). She 
emphasises that a perception of social practice as explained by a theory of competitive relations 
between agents, can convey more accurately the complex circumstances of the field of cultural 
production than Marxist theories of economic division of labour (2002, p.46). It is cultural 
practice and not social labour that offers a more precise description of what defines and 
differentiates social activity. The word “practitioner” acquires a new meaning of agency and 
social action, and “artistic practice” ceases to be understood as merely a product of, what 
Shevtsova calls, “mechanistic correspondence between position x and disposition y”, alluding to 
class reductionism, (2002, p.46). Artists operate within complex and ambiguous sites and locales, 
and their production is a manifestation of contradiction and negotiation. Artistic production is not 
grasped in all its meaningful subtlety and ambiguity, unless it is described as the outcome of both 
field conventions, and economic restrictions, as well as personalised features such as talent, 
inspiration, imagination, emotion and temperament. A discussion of the objective workings of 
the field should not do away with the existence of a leeway for individuation, differentiation and 
a “margin for relative fi-eedom”, stresses Shevtsova (2002, p.46).
I appropriate Shevtsova’s critical reworking of Bourdieu’s sociological theory of practice (1990), 
and on the one hand agree that an analysis of social relations does not necessarily equal 
mechanistic thinking, nor does it preclude subjective agency fi-om the concept of the field. On the 
other hand, subjectivity is acknowledged as a factor to cultural production, which is in itself a 
“socialised agency of action”, somewhat restricted by the social circumstances of its genesis 
(Shevtsova, 2002, p.47). As I argue in the following section of this chapter, the current
Novack (1990) analyses how codification of the form; its reproducibility as technique and as 
presentational style turned Contact Improvisation into a mainstream dance discourse and practice with a 
“precise socio-economic functionality” (p.229).
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economisation of cultural practice, associations with economic capital and global corporate 
interests constrain seriously any subjective/institutional agency. As unequal capitalist distribution 
of knowledge and wealth increase their control of culture (through funding of education and the 
arts), economic and political power succeeds in dividing creative agencies into hierarchies that 
are, after all, not so dissimilar to divisions of labour of the past.
The task so far has been to apply a socio-cultural analysis to address the space/time and 
power/control structures that influence ChickenShed’s production of a distinct cultural 
community (site) and practice (settings). By turning to the concept of locale/field, the aim is to 
show that ChickenShed’s creative individuation, as manifest in genre and stage performance, 
occurs because the company is socially differentiated by other collectivities within the field of 
performing arts, and that the company’s original style, technique and aesthetics are influenced by 
some objective social relations that constitute the field. My intention is to present the practice of 
ChickenShed members as an effort made by agents “constructing their subjective representation 
of themselves and their world” and examine the interrelationship between conditions that are 
infrastructural and individual reactions to them (Shevtsova, 2002, p.48). For Shevtsova, this kind 
of analysis is both sociological and interpretive since it entails an account of how the practitioner 
takes position, by simultaneously interpreting the field and her/his position in it. Hence, 
ChickenShed’s formal methodology and its stylistic choices (as discussed under the term 
‘settings’) are to be understood as artistic, emotional and imaginative responses to the historically 
formed field of contemporary British performing arts. The implementation of these settings 
however, is a result of the company’s chosen partnerships, acting within contemporary culture to 
promote a specific and arguably contradictory ambition of social and artistic inclusion in the 
United Kingdom, and beyond.
3.2 Global Fields
As it has been discussed so far, ChickenShed as a cultural site is part of a complex field of artistic 
performance, historically and materially given, with its specific tradition and establishment. As 
ChickenShed has sought to expand its educational and artistic practice to create links with other 
sites outside Britain, it appears to join an even more complicated transnational and transcultural
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field of a globalised scale.’’ According to a report from the company’s chief executive, one of 
the key objectives for the years to come is “to establish a Chicken Shed International Academy 
for Inclusive Theatre” (Wemeyou, April 2003).
Shevtsova stresses that the significance of international fields of audiences and critics cannot be 
underestimated as global trends and global evaluative parameters alter decisively the operations 
of discrete fields and affect local criteria of evaluation (2002, p.51). By wishing to create 
transnational links with other sites, ChickenShed renders its practice vulnerable to criticisms of 
hegemonic transcultural mainstreams as accumulators of “selling power and symbolic capital ... 
[that] reinforce authority and authoritativeness on a world scale” (Shevtsova, 2002, .51). Much to 
the fashion of global music industries and multi-national companies, ChickenShed could be 
accused of cultural colonialism, especially in relation to its work with the Ethiopian inclusive 
theatre company Adugna. Participating in an international field of cultural and economic power 
is not without ethical implications and responsibilities. Even if invested with the best possible 
faith such outreach initiatives entail certain assumptions of value and moral election that tend to 
reproduce western cultural givens and predispositions. Involvement in ambitious international 
projects is promoted by the company’s press and website as a way to further legitimise 
ChickenShed’s practice and boost its field status. My plan is however to critique such projects on 
as part of a strategy of cultural dominance rather than inclusion.
As both practitioner and researcher, holding in tension the insider and outsider position, I cannot 
help but feel quite split between an interpretive empathy with the company’s practitioners, and a 
distancing towards their assumptions as expressed in their own narratives. The company’s 
publication Wemeyou (April 2003) describes the project of taking the dance production 
Globaleyes (a reflection on issues of globalisation, as inspired by Naomi Klein's No Logo and 
Anita Roddick’s Take it Personally) from Covent Garden, where the company performed in the 
Royal Opera House’s Linbury Studio, to Addis Ababa, where Globaleyes provided the material 
of workshops with Adugna and the Potentials groups of dancers, mainly victims of polio. This 
transition is presented as natural and unproblematic; it helped the company’s performance “move 
forward rather than come to an end” {Wemeyou, 2003. p.2). This appears to be a very company- 
centred attitude implying a taken for granted value of their creative work. ChickenShed was
”  Chicken Shed has worked with the Ethiopian theatre company Adugna, it has created the “American 
Friends of Chicken Shed”, and with the support of the European Commission (TACIS programme), it has 
initiated a series of cultural and training exchange visits with a consortium of Russian charities, with the 
aim of creating a new Shed in St.Petersburg.
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invited by CAFOD (Catholic Agency for Overseas Development) to visit Ethiopia as part of a 
media-led project to raise profiles, so it seems that for its practitioners this was taken to be a 
token of appreciation for their inclusive philosophy as well as a sign of Adugna’s identification 
with them. There is no indication, however, at least in the company’s press that the journey from 
Covent Garden to Addis Ababa had raised any specific political issues and sensibilities, as this 
was perceived more as a further strengthening of their individual belief system.
A member of the team of ChickenShed dancers involved in the project expresses this perception 
of self-righteousness in the following:
Working with Adugna just enforces why Chicken Shed is so right -  not that I 
forget that, but when so many are against you and your beliefs, it’s so good when 
something is happening -  a different world away -  but happening nevertheless 
with the same idealism and integrity. It brings a little peace of mind.
Wemeyou, April 2003, p.4.
It is clear in the above statement that no effort to establish an explicit political agenda of 
similarities and coordinated transnational inclusive action had been theorised and shared between 
the two sites, prior to the creative contact. There is no social or national contextualisation 
offering reasons for the ideological rapprochement of the two companies. What is expressed 
instead is the romantic view of two similar kinds of idealism that are geographically worlds apart 
but mystifyingly parallel. Adugna’s existence is seen as reinforcing the ideological contentment 
of ChickenShed and their encounter is not conceptualised as an opportunity for self-examination, 
despite the anti-globalisation agenda put forward with Globaleyes. One could further argue that 
the whole project of approaching a similar other in Adugna, was conceived as a defensive 
reaction to the dissimilar opponents out there in the field, as this category emerges from the 
personalised narrative of the practitioner about the “so many against us”.
This attitude towards others could be is a result of the company’s organisation as an emotional 
and charismatic community with moral values. Kevin Hetherington (1998) theorised such 
attitude as a component of new social movements, which are no longer based upon political and 
social notions of difference (class, race, gender) but seek to explain social life in affectual terms 
and value-rational grounds (p.94). In this sense, the category of ‘other’ becomes important only 
in emotional and moral ways. In the dancer’s narrative, the members of Adugna are in a sense 
objectified; they lose their status as subjects equal to them, working to promote inclusion within 
their own culture, and are used discursively as a category relational and dependent to
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ChickenShed. Hetherington argues that in emotional value-centred organisations; the social “I- 
thou” relation between agents often becomes an “I-it” relation associated with the charismatic 
group (1998, p.95). He writes:
In seeking to identify with others in a bund-like sociation, those involved seek 
the other not only as thou ... but also value difference as a sign of moral election.
Hetherington, 1998, p.95.
ChickenShed’s settings and habitus develop a sense of moral election among participants. As a 
result of this structure, inclusion comes to be seen as a medium to a way of life that is heightened 
ethically. Inclusive practice is promoted not as a cultural tactic tackling social discrimination and 
inequality, but as the best, almost orthodox spiritual way to live and interact with others. 
ChickenShed dancer’s use of words illustrates her habitus of moral election. She describes the 
challenges in her daily artistic life (oppositions in the field) as difficulties of a moral order. 
Going out into the world and leading a workshop with Adugna, are seen as opportunities to 
advocate the moral lifestyle of inclusion and reinforce ChickenShed’s sense of moral status.
Although it is stated that the “complex and interconnected issues of globalisation” offered the 
stimulus for the creation of Globaleyes, and “felt so right for the company to be exploring; 
rethinking our belief systems; re-defining concepts of wealth” {Wemeyou, 2003, p.2), this 
fi-amework of exploration seems to be employed only during the artistic development of the 
project. Globalisation becomes a de-politicised artistic stimulus. At least in the company’s 
written rhetoric, there is no pronounced evidence of awareness of globalisation’s implications 
within the fi’aming of contact between the two worlds of London-based ChickenShed and Addis 
Ababa-based Adugna. There is no explicit argument about any radical transformation of 
ChickenShed’s self-perception due to this intercultural encounter. Instead, there are a lot of 
exoticising and romantic assumptions about the qualities of Adugna’s practice, expressed in 
statements such as the following:
It was so apparent to me that the spirit to dance was almost uncontrollable in 
them and that they just had to move to express their joy. I felt so emotionally 
inspired and seriously grateful to be there surrounded by so many beautiful 
people ... A few weeks ago we were performing this in London at the Linbury, 
and now here we were surrounded by people sharing our music and movement 
but with a spirit of such joy, such unabashed and shared joy ... all of us together.
Wemeyou, 2003, p.5.
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The above accounts express the feelings of creative community and artistic fulfilment shared by 
ChickenShed’s practitioners in their first outreach trip to Africa. For many of them, young 
people of different cultural backgrounds, this appears to have been a revelatory experience of 
cultural “rooting” (May, 1999) invested with a belief in the universal language of movement; a 
cliché of the dance field. However, a more critical scrutiny cannot but detect with discomfort the 
use of ready-made essentialist notions of beauty and joy, reminiscent of those employed in 
colonialist discourse.’* Although such notions and fictions cannot be fully grasped independently 
of the company’s larger theoretical constructions of the human spirit, wholeness and inclusive 
ethic, they should not be overlooked either. These indeed expose ChickenShed’s entire inclusive 
narrative, as diffused and embodied by its members, to a valid and fruitful postcolonial and anti- 
essentialist critique which is capable of showing the contradictions inherent in an inclusive 
discourse when transferred to a different context. I suggest that being unaware of such 
contradictions can often jeopardise the artistic creation itself.
There are a number of contradictions in ChickenShed’s implementation of the inclusive rhetoric, 
as are discussed in detail in Chapter 4. To many inclusion-sceptics and disability arts 
polemicists, these contradictions expose the company’s existential ground as flawed. For the 
sympathetic reader they emerge as uncomfortable inconsistencies in the site’s ideological 
settings. One of ChickenShed’s contradictions is revealed on the issue of sponsorship. It strikes 
one as a major irony that The Chicken Shed Magazine is being printed courtesy of generous 
support on behalf of FTSE (London Stock Exchange Pic and the Financial Times Ltd 
trademarks). The last page of the issue that is dedicated to the creative journey of Globaleyes is 
entitled “The Final Word”. It appears awkward that the chief executive of The Independent 
Global Index Company “has the final word” in the publication of an arts company that is 
(debatably) inspired by projects of “re-defining concepts of wealth”. With a background
’* David Spurr (1993) expands on Said’s seminal study of Western conceptions of the Orient {Orientalism, 
1979) to identify rhetorical modes through which the ‘other’ is constructed in journalistic discourse, 
travel writing and imperial administration documents. Similarly to the way Said critiques 18* and 19* 
century fiction for constructing an ideological divide beween East and West, Spurr argues that Western 
journalists (such as Sontag in her essay Trip to Hanoi, 1968 also in Sontag 2002), often employ variants 
of colonial discourse that ultimately serve to situate the ‘Third World’ as an objectified and thus inferior 
culture. Spurr (1993) notes a tendency to treat certain subjects as having inherently aesthetic value (what 
he calls the “mode of aestheticisation”, p.46). Sontag, for instance, refers to the North Vietnamese as “a 
nation of handsome people” (in Sontag, 2003, p.256). Spurr also remarks on the colonialist trend of 
“inflating generalised notions such as nature, mankind and humanity to cany the moral weight of the 
discourse” (1993, p.31). Practices of describing people as beautiful, spontaneously gay and naturally 
good lead to the “appropriation, idealisation, insubstantialisation and naturalisation” of cultural subjects, 
writes Spurr.
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photograph of the company’s dancers in an extract from Globaleyes, the corporate executive 
enthuses on the similarities between ChickenShed and FTSE:
... young, innovative, and full of drive ... we are proud to have an association 
with a London-based charity ... particularly as Chicken Shed is now extending 
its message globally.
Wemeyou, 2003, p.29.
Global expansion is seen as a point of resemblance and ideological connection between FTSE and 
ChickenShed. This automatically stigmatises the aims and assumptions of the company’s 
presence in Ethiopia as hegemonic. In the back cover of the same issue of Wemeyou, FTSE 
advertises its indices as helping “global investors to spot the stars in any market”. Under a 
drawing of a globe depicting the theatrical masks of comedy and tragedy one reads: “It all comes 
down to performance” {Wemeyou, 2003, back cover, see Appendix 3). The term “performance” 
is used here as applicable to both FTSE and ChickenShed and thus, artistic inclusive performance 
is equated to economic performance as a free-market operation and capitalist venture.’  ^ FTSE 
advertises its pride in supporting a company with charity status for “their innovative work in 
helping to identify tomorrow’s stars” (same advertisement, Wemeyou, 2003). This description of 
ChickenShed’s practice does not seem to account for any of its inclusive settings. On the 
contrary, it presents the company as a conventional and exclusive theatrical institution that 
cherry-picks people in its search for talent, within the competitive field of performing arts. 
Despite this diminished representation of their work, ChickenShed members appear to be 
contented with FTSE’s sponsorship. Advertising leaflets and the website also offer information 
on ChickenShed’s search for “ethical partners” (similar to FTSE, Barclays Bank, and Henkel pic) 
to sponsor its work, as well as on its customised corporate training activities, with participants 
such as the Metropolitan Police.
Issues of corporate domination of the arts and its implications for the representation of artistic 
sites are addressed extensively in the following chapter on system integration. It would suffice to 
state at present that corporate funding and ensuing advertising tactics focus on a representation of
As John McKenzie writes, the term ‘performance’ in the 2F* century must be understood as an emergent 
stratum of power (2001, p. 18). In postmodemity, cultural performance, workplace productivity, 
technological performance and discursive performance are paradigms merging and feeding into one 
another (McKenzie, 2001, p.231). For McKenzie ‘global performance’ can be both normative and 
trangressive (p. 14). In my analysis, FTSE’s sponsorship and the discursive fusion between 
understandings of inclusive cultural practice and competitive economic productivity are seen as 
characteristics of a dominant structure the normative operations of which should be considered.
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the cultural site that suits their specific marketing requirements. Sponsors often do not respect or 
choose not to endorse some of the aspects of the pedagogic settings, as superfluous to the 
immediate profit-seeking aims of their corporations. In the case of the FTSE sponsorship, the 
inclusive ethos of ChickenShed is overshadowed by its image as a profitable, competitive and 
expanding organisation mirroring the success and achievements of the London Stock Market. 
Surely, the company is not necessarily dissatisfied with this dominant portrayal. In effect, 
ChickenShed manipulates consciously views and existing discourse on its work, in order to 
promote itself. Advertising its provision of a theatre-based foundation degree in inclusive 
performance, it opts for a language of competition and superior artistic ability instead of inclusion 
and equality. The following comment fi-om The Stage, features in the leaflet: “this truly 
remarkable company seems to be able to produce top-flight actors, dancers, choreographers, 
writers and musicians almost at will” (Leaflet entitled Chicken Shed’s Postgraduate Degree 
Programme in Inclusivity). ChickenShed as a site of symbolic and material authority has the 
legitimate agency to negotiate its position as a cultural product within a global field. 
Nevertheless, at the very moment it enters the complex network of global capitalism 
interconnecting with global cultural industries, its members may be better prepared to lower their 
expectations of inclusive integrity, as this might not conform to the outlook of their sponsor’s 
culture. I suggest than competition and inclusion are not compatible worldviews; the commercial 
promotion of ChickenShed’s work can result in commoditised aesthetics and a view of inclusion 
as a custom-made product rather than a collaborative production (for further evidence of this see 
Chapter 7).
3 3  Spreading Inclusion Across Fields
As I showed through the example of ChickenShed’s participation within a globalised field of 
artistic and economic production, cultural sites are able to weigh up their power relationships 
with other sites and, according to their representative strategies, they can isolate a particular 
environment; a circumscribed community with which they identify and fuse, or which they wish 
to be the protagonists and pioneers in creating. ChickenShed, as a mainstream fi-action within the 
sites that establish themselves as dominated by an oppositional exclusionist realm, has the 
necessaiy status and conferred capacity to hold various positions. Company practitioners, 
depending on the versatility of their station within the site, can envisage and cany out a crossing 
of boundaries between the artistic, educational and commercial fields. An indicative example is 
an actor member of the core company. Having started years ago as a children’s theatre member.
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he became permanently employed by ChickenShed, and then involved in leading educational 
workshops and in teaching in the company’s BTEC course. In 2002 he featured in a TV 
commercial as a father escorting his child to eat at a McDonald’s restaurant.
To return to the ChickenShed-Adugna project, although initially conceived as a medium for 
raising the profiles of both companies involved, as well as of their communities (with emphasis 
on the Ethiopian victims of polio), it brought ChickenShed closer to its strategic plan and key aim 
of establishing an international reputation, to the marked delight of the global-orientated 
corporate sponsors. However, Adugna’s artistic and organisational agency is left 
unacknowledged by ChickenShed’s FTSE-funded press.
Shevtsova, reconsidering Bourdieu’s idea of the artistic field and practice (2002), argues that sites 
and groupings that can cross-cut fields with a great degree of ease are undoubtedly able to do so 
because they are part of a mainstream/dominant elite. All sites, independently of status, take part 
in groupings with other sites upon which they can place their hopes and interests. This is a 
general operation of subjective representation that needs the social ‘thou’ in order to define the 
‘self. In the process of the formation of the site, subjective representation is entwined with 
objective power and classification. Furthermore, the more power-full the site the more fi-equent 
are such transitions fi-om field to field as a calculation for generating new relations of power. 
Hegemony, after all, is characterised by social mobility and correspondingly, a site of cultural 
hegemony shares in this principle of cultural mobility by means of a “global passport” of 
internationally valid accumulated cultural capital.
ChickenShed is one such culturally mobile site. It has the relative fi-eedom and material means to 
implement spatial and institutional formations by travelling within the United Kingdom with the 
aim to set up Sheds, and by participating in international artistic and educational projects to 
expand its reputation of “inclusive excellence”. ChickenShed shows proof of definite cultural 
power when, for instance, it crosses smoothly generic boundaries such as Art and Education and 
overlaps category-boundaries such as ‘innovative company’ and ‘global institution’, especially 
when charting its aspirations to become a “National and International Centre of Excellence for 
Inclusive Training and Practice” (chief executive’s report, Wemeyou, 2003, p.l). The word 
‘excellence’ is intentionally used in the company’s discourse. Sociologist of education Michael 
A. Peters interprets the term in relation to neoliberal and technobureaucratic discourses that 
reflect the logic of economic performance and efficiency within the market (2005, p.69). This
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sense of excellence however, renders the cause of including disability irrelevant. It is not 
concerned with an analysis of the inclusive process: what or who contributes to creative 
excellence, or who gives or receives help. It is merely connected to the distribution and final 
consumption of inclusive performance, in which the problematics of social inclusion are made 
redundant by smooth and uncomplicated representation. Major Sir Michael Parker, the leading 
originator and producer of the Queen’s Jubilee 2003, in which the company participated with one 
thousand of its members, offers the following interpretation of ChickenShed’s unproblematic 
sense of excellence:
The message is important, because it is so much more than just a song and dance 
act. But you completely forget to analyse what is going on, who is doing what.
You are never aware, because it is done so well, where there is the helping hand, 
the gentle touch. Yet if you sit back from the performance and watch, you can 
see how everyone looks after each other so well.
Wemeyou, April 2003, p.8.
An alleged global market-based excellence in performance has recently given ChickenShed the 
opportunity to cross into the field of social policy as well. The European Commission has 
approved the company’s proposal to create a new Shed in Russia. ChickenShed’s website 
mentions “the social regeneration and economic potential of setting up Sheds in communities” 
(www.chickenshed.org.uk/news). The dangers of domination by cultural and commercial super­
powers, and ethical issues involved in their exercise of real political control affecting the lives of 
local communities, are theorised extensively in Chapter 4. In contemporary Britain it is not 
uncommon for commercial enterprises to pursue their interest of market expansion under the 
aegis of social responsibility and regeneration, legitimising their practices to local people. The 
media have recently been critical of companies such as Tesco pic superstores for building a huge 
shopping centre in a poor and socially excluded area of the country (Seacroft, Leeds city 
regeneration project, 2000), claiming to provide work and rejuvenation for the residents, whilst 
dominating and disabling all alternative cultural and economic activity in the area.*° Since 
ChickenShed engages with similarly dominant projects and discourses, the ethical implications 
and political questions concerning such types of cultural hegemony cannot be ignored.
See BBC’s Newsnight item, broadcasted on 15/11/05, and George Monbiot’s article “Superstores Brand 
Us to Ensure We Belong to Them”, in the Guardian, 31/7/2001. Their critique is also targeting New 
Labour’s social policy as driven by the private sector, and allowing companies to fill the gaps left by 
state provision. Monbiot attacks social cause-related marketing as “privatising our minds”.
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ChickenShed engages in a policy of alliances outside the field of performing arts by, for instance, 
establishing links with its neighbouring Middlesex University, and planning a new creative 
partnership with Adam Smith College in Scotland. This type of alliance is a strategic 
construction by both an artistic and a higher education institution. ChickenShed and Middlesex 
University’s joint programme in “Inclusivity in the Performing Arts” is the embodiment of their 
alliance, invented to generate new relations with their respective institutional competitors, 
professional adversaries and targeted audience/clients. The new alliance reinforces the positions 
of the two sites. Belonging to a new partnership is seen as a strengthening of their respective 
ethics of inclusion and accessibility. Furthermore, it increases the social mobility of both sites 
and hence accords them more cultural legitimacy. ChickenShed is proud of its achievements in 
both the artistic and the educational fields, while Middlesex sings its own praise of “breaking 
down the barriers between higher education and the wider community” (Deputy Vice Chancellor 
at the Inclusivity MA launch, Middlesex University, July, 2002). In the words of ChickenShed 
supporter actor Bob Hoskins, speaking at the launch, the company is “the only place offering free 
membership to the human race and now you can get a degree in it!” (Inclusivity MA launch, 
Middlesex University, July 2002). This sounds like advertising the programme to the 
ChickenShed converted rather than presenting it as a radical contribution to inclusive social 
betterment. The latter was rather the task of the university rhetoric emphasising the outstanding 
reputation of ChickenShed’s inclusion as a “powerful agent for change” and a means of 
“benefiting the wider society” (deputy vice chancellor Middlesex University, 2002).
The following chapter offers a detailed analysis of the problems and contradictions faced by 
education in its efforts to implement programmes of social action genuinely aimed at the needs of 
those who are excluded. At present, and in relation to ChickenShed’s mobility across fields, I 
maintain that entering higher education renders the site even more hegemonic. ChickenShed’s 
site and settings become socialised into a dominant institution and its inclusive habitus is taught 
as a reified dominant practice that must be maintained and re-produced. Inclusion becomes a 
commodity: one can pay and get a degree in it; it is incorporated into a market and diffused as a 
service. Thus, it becomes part of the dominant discourse and as such it has the potential to 
reinforce the existing inequalities rather than subvert them. By choosing to participate in higher 
education practices, ChickenShed can make use of the dominant discourse to represent itself 
symbolically as a member of the elite culture, and attract national and European funding. As I 
argue in Chapter 4, basing my critique upon a political sociology of education, inclusion and 
multiculturahsm have entered elite cultural discourse during New Labour years in a strategy
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conceived to prevent radical opposition to the status quo and for normalising alternatives into 
educational practice. Inclusion is in this sense perceived as an educational or creative apparatus 
that is independent from society and in which one can obtain a certificate of knowledge. My 
argument here is that while crossing different fields can confer legitimisation to ChickenShed and 
symbolic/economic capital to the inclusive habitus it promotes, there is a price to pay for some 
alliances and localisations. Entering global markets without political awareness has special 
consequences for the representation of the ‘other’ in ChickenShed’s discourse (risk of colonialist 
correlations). Also in the case of participating in academic institutionalisation, a site that 
preaches access, social change and inclusive utopias can become a canon; with significant 
repercussions for the creative/transformative potency of its practice.
3.4 Cultural Contexts and Inclusive Idioms
The cultural environment (locale/field) in which a site operates is partly pre-given, but can also be 
a cause and effect of agency or the product of a network of conflicting representations and 
ongoing practices. ChickenShed negotiates rapprochement and borders that distinguish it from 
others. By localising itself within cultural communities based on the idea of inclusion, and 
operating in different fields such as arts, education, and social policy, which are entangled with 
the same socio-material conditions of contemporary economy and globalisation, ChickenShed 
takes part in both their symbolic power and their shortcomings. The cultural contexts that 
ChickenShed works within, some of them given and others opted for, ultimately shape its “artistic 
idioms”, to use Shevtsova’s vocabulary (2002, p.52). Indeed ChickenShed’s agents produce 
different idioms of practice according to the cultural environments in which they find themselves. 
ChickenShed as a site can make use of the official language of dominant discourse when acting 
within hegemonic contexts to produce a legitimate and reproducible text of inclusion. In other 
cases, its artistic processes can invent a non-stable, non-canonical idiom exercised through the 
subjective creativity of the agents.*' There is a tension between the official and instrumental 
language of the settings, employed by the site to position itself within circumscribed 
communities, and the expressive and tactical idiom created to give meaning to everyday practices 
within ChickenShed’s offices, studios, stage, and classrooms. Presaging further critique in Part 
Two, focussing on workshop practice and stage productions, I suggest that the site with its 
settings and the field with its conventions and restrictions, might be providing an inclusive
Evidence for this is offered in Chapters 5 and 6.
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syntax, but that its practical application and realisation depends crucially on the choices and 
manipulations of individual members.
Inclusive artistic practice is thus conceptualised as performative and inclusive dance as an act; an 
embodied idiom constructed dialogically out of the official (hegemonic) and non-official 
(possibly counter-hegemonic) idioms that surround it. The aim of this chapter has been to 
illustrate that artistic idiom and practices take their meaning from collective, social relationships; 
they are products of the environment that created them but they are also in tension with those 
environments. The tension between what is structurally given and what is 
subjective/performative, and potentially new, generates rifts of possibility and change. Cultural 
change is not always for the better, nor is it necessarily for the worse. Economic and political 
power is nonetheless ready to fill in the rifts with its own hegemonies in mind. In discussing the 
cultural institutions that surround the site, the purpose was to show how contemporary and 
historical conditions form ChickenShed’s particular perception and representation of inclusion. 
Individual agents at the end play the most important role in choosing how to approach things: 
whether to oppose domination by sponsoring interests, or address financial difficulties by helping 
to promote McDonalds. In the following chapter, a more extensive theorising takes place to 
uncover the traces of social processes present in artistic practice. Society and culture facilitate 
and simultaneously delimit artistic production. However, as writes de Certeau: “delimitation 
itself is the bridge that opens the inside to its other” (1984, p. 129).
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CHAPTER 4
INCLUSION AS RESISTANCE, INCLUSION AS COMPLIANCE AND THE 
STRUGGLE FOR ALTERNATIVE INCLUSIONS
As I argued in Chapters 2 and 3, patterns of practice observable within social site, settings, and 
locale are influenced in part by ideological, political and economic conditions that are distributed 
widely. ChickenShed was critiqued in its use of dominant market tactics that sustain it by 
connecting it to economic power. The case was made for investigating further the problematics 
of inclusive arts operating within a globalised market of cultural goods. Appealing to expanded 
audiences might mean that ChickenShed has to opt for tried and tested formulae rather than 
investing on grassroots creativity. I claimed that ChickenShed’s site and its settings are 
constructed by social agents interacting in everyday situations, in direct or indirect response to the 
prevailing conditions. However, my initial socio-cultural design emphasised the existence of 
political and economic relations as factors that affect the ways practitioners negotiate an 
understanding of their immediate cultural context and decide on the form their interactions with 
other members of the field take. In this respect ChickenShed was critiqued for the dominant 
transcultural dissemination of its inclusive orthodoxy.
In this chapter, I present the last component of my socio-cultural conceptualisation based on 
Carspecken’s (1996) notions of social system and system integration, in relation to the company’s 
agents and activities. I examine what I perceive to be a problematic relationship between 
inclusive art/education and the market. The choice to employ Carspecken’s model as appropriate 
to the study of ChickenShed is evaluated, at this stage, in terms of its adequacy to show how the 
company is both structured by and structures the culture that surrounds it. Thus far, I applied 
Carspecken’s socio-cultural ontology to envisage ChickenShed’s artistic, educational and 
professional-commercial practice as drawing upon cultural themes that are already established in 
contemporary society. Chapters 2 and 3 analysed the site’s values of inclusion and humanistic 
beliefs as well as how the company claims a desirable status in the field. The present chapter 
investigates the extent to which ChickenShed’s agents, acting within a framework of pre-existing 
economic, political and cultural conditions, can be seen as re-producing the established social 
system relations. Carspecken acknowledges “some degree of freedom for acting... against 
conditions rather than in conformity with them” (1996, p.37). My inquiry involves a
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problematisation of the space for freedom and autonomy that concrete positional and material 
power structures (state, economy, educational system) actually leave to artistic and educational 
agents. My initial hypothesis is the following: if the logic of the system is to keep order and 
social action within boundaries, then the chances of a site that exists, seemingly in disagreement 
with established inequality, are limited. I need to stress however, that despite my negative 
assessment of the ways ChickenShed’s cultural production can become complicit to the demands 
of a competitive economy, I still intend to consider the possibility of alternative ideologies of 
inclusion not only as reproduction and domination but also as forces for change and emancipation 
(inspired here by what Giroux’s concept “politics of hope”, 1997, p.86). Considering alternatives 
of inclusion ultimately entails new theorisations of agency as an embodied ability for self- 
determination. Dance practice can offer plenty of scope for that (an argument reserved for Part 
Two).
4.1 Inclusive Education and its Contradictions. The Core Problem of Hegemony
Arts and education form an important locus of ideological struggle between competing social 
groups and material-economic interests. In this respect, inclusive arts education can be studied as 
an ideology with the potential to reinforce or challenge the social status quo. Marxist theory 
argues that that role of culture and education is to reinforce unequal structures by promoting a 
dominant ideology that serves the ruling classes (Althusser, 1971). Subordinate groups are seen 
to accept this ideology through a process of cultural hegemony (Gramsci, 1971). People comply 
with their subordination due to the fact that hegemony reinforces the dominant culture by making 
it seem ‘natural’. More recently, cultural theory has argued for a more plural perspective, stating 
that dominant ideology is not a singular entity connected to mere economic needs. The struggle 
between social groups is reflected in a diffused competition of ideologies that can ultimately alter 
the structures of domination, argues Jencks (1986). However, even within a post-modernist 
framework for understanding ideology, theorists such as Jameson (1985) and Eagleton (1991) 
argue that dominant ideology (as a set of plural and diverse discourses and practices) reflects the 
logic of the particular social system that generated it in the first place. This acknowledgement 
gives rise to a new critical neo-Marxist position, which maintains that evidence of material 
inequality expressed through cultural domination, in all its variety and complexity, must not be 
ignored. Critical pedagogy theorist Giroux, agrees that different sets of ideologies (capitalism, 
patriarchy, racism, ablism) can interrelate in support of the same symbolic order (1993, p.77). In 
the following discussion of hegemony, I expand on this critical neo-Marxist argument on the
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contradictory role of inclusive education within the current socio-political system. Nevertheless, 
I also intend to explore the limitations of a critique that tends to see social agents as ‘victims’ of 
hegemony. Once again analysis of pedagogic agencies within dance can show that people can 
negotiate, manipulate, comply and ultimately alter existing hegemonies, in their struggle for self- 
representation.
Sociologist of education Dale (1982) writes that education systems, no longer obeying the 
conventional functions theorised by Marxists and Marxist-structuralists, are, nonetheless, still 
faced with the contradictions or “core problems” of the contemporary state and its economy 
(1982, p. 135). Dale identifies political and economic hegemony as an important core problem 
faced by contemporary education. Hegemony can reflect, for instance, “the cultural glorification 
of capitalist relations and their penetration of whole areas of everyday life” (1982, p. 147).*  ^ For 
Dale, contemporary capitalism is not confined to its economic base but manages to infiltrate 
societal, institutional and personal realms. According to his argument, the capitalist cultural 
arbitrary, becomes a personal project, an individual need to achieve. It becomes an internalised 
set of dispositions; a habitus embodied and represented in everyday life. This habitus is 
frequently represented, for instance, in reality TV with its fascination with self-projects (such as 
dieting, extreme makeovers) and with spectacles of challenging learning of the know-how and 
skills that would render the individual more competent to enter a competitive market.** The 
underlying dominant assumption is that the responsibility for improvement lies with the 
individual, so that there is no sense of accountability on behalf of the cultural system that created 
the need for improvement/competition in the first place. Television culture, arguably a medium 
of educating people, could also be presenting an image of consent to a predominant way of being 
and perceiving the world. Fiske theorises how the media represent a form of capitalist discourse.
*’ Social relations under capitalism (within an Anglo-American tradition) are described by Driver and 
Martell as “individualistic, laissez-faire and with limited government; flexible, less regulated, with weak 
unions and a free market-based and short-termist financial system ... relatively low unemployment but 
high inequality and poverty” (2002, p. 104).
** This cult of individual learning achievement is illustrated by popular TV programmes such as “ 77ie 
Apprentice”. The programme was first broadcast by NBC and is currently in its fourth season in its 
fourth season with BBC 2. According to its format, fourteen young hopefuls are selected to work for 
Donald Trump or Sir Alan Sugar (in the UK version), and face weekly humiliating eliminations if they 
fail a series of rigorous business challenges, as they compete for a single £100,000 job within the 
tycoons’ firms. {“The Apprentice” is produced by Mark Burnett in association with Trump Productions 
LLC). Also in ITV’s “Strictly Come Dancing”, famous people compete in ballroom dancing, judged and 
eliminated by a panel of judges and the audience at home.
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The dominant discourses, those that occupy mainstream media, serve dominant 
social interests, for they are products of their history that has secured their 
domination.
Fiske, 1994, p.5.
Fiske argues that whereas capitalist discourse is a product o f capitalist societies, the 
representation promoted by art and the media produces the present and future developments of 
capitalist discourse (1994, p.3). Moreover, hegemony and its dissemination of dominant 
discourse work better when based on individual will rather than forced upon society. Capitalist 
hegemony is not self-reproduced through violent imposition but produced culturally as a 
‘common sense’ endorsed by social agents.
Such conceptualisation of hegemony (or hegemonies) can be helpful in perceiving how the socio­
material conditions of global capitalism are produced through a set of mechanisms, firmly 
established but not strictly successful. Educational and artistic practice can be seen as such a 
mechanism of producing hegemony, by encouraging individuals to conform to the dominant 
mode of production, consent to its necessities and internalise them to maintain order. However, 
by analysing specific mechanisms of cultural production, such as schooling, important 
disjunctions between instrumental (structurally imposed) and expressive (individually chosen and 
embodied) hegemonies are uncovered (Dale, 1982, p. 149). Educational research of the past has 
demonstrated that these two aspects are not always in harmony and this is what can offer 
opportunities for ideological resistance (see research by Willis, 1977). “Goals do not determine 
the process and vice versa”, argues Dale (p. 149). The process of educational and artistic practice 
is not necessarily an identical reflection of its pedagogic goals, and thus even if, for example, 
schooling is supposedly a bourgeois institution, a ‘working-class’ experience of it is not 
bourgeois. In the same contradictory manner, ChickenShed’s mainstream inclusion practices 
might provide a ground for non-mainstream productions while outreach provision, supposedly a 
strategy of empowerment and community, can give rise to dominant marketing and competitive 
tactics.
According to the requirements of critical pedagogy, the goals of any educational curriculum, 
however progressive and emancipatory these may appear to be, need to be scrutinised for 
potential hegemonic infiltration (Giroux, 1993, MacLaren, 1999). Dale writes that discourses of 
démocratisation, technological accessibility and inclusion can actually serve to control possible
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social conflict by incorporating all individual aspirations (1982, p. 148).*'' If technological access 
and inclusion in the age of information are manipulated to simply replace old dominant values 
with modernist ones, the consequences for inclusive education need to be considered. It is 
important to ask whether inclusive pedagogic goals are in step with an existing hegemony. The 
démocratisation promised by technology, in the end, seems to involve only those with the 
appropriate abilities and background to meet the demands of a technological society; for example, 
those who own a personal computer, who know how to use it and can afford to pay the service 
provider. The same accusation could be addressed to inclusive education. Despite its goals, 
inclusive education could be read as adjusting people to the demands of a society wishing to 
silence possible voices of opposition.** It could also be used to attune people -  regardless of 
disability -  to the demands of capitalist production and consumption.
Within this framework, disabled people can be educated in the need to achieve, become 
competent citizens and good consumers, so they are no longer seen as a disturbance or deviance 
to the system. This analysis might offer an insight into some disability arts groups’ opposition to 
inclusion. Disabled performer Mat Fraser states the argument evocatively: “we will not settle for 
a part in East Enders... we want to make people think what TV and theatre, art and culture should 
really be about” (Shifting Aesthetics: Disability and Performance conference, 2002).*^ For those 
sites and agents who wish to disturb the order of things rather than just fi t  in, inclusion appears 
similar to the dominant system’s tactics of incorporating individual needs in order to silence 
recalcitrant groups and undermine their potential for resistance. Agents not yet assimilated by the 
capitalist market provide valuable counter-arguments to the dominant concept of inclusion. By 
opposing it they reveal its hegemonic reproductive calibre and can inspire further reflection on its 
purposes. One thing becomes clear through listening to these counter-arguments: resistance to 
liberal values of freedom and choice coupled with radical claims of disabled identity (with their
*'* Dale here draws on Marcuse. It needs to be noted that Marcuse has been criticised for his distinction 
between “false” (capitalist) and “true” emancipatoiy needs, and for assuming he knows what people with 
(“false consciousness”) “should be doing on the basis of his own ideological preferences” (Strinati, 1995, 
p.71). My critique of ChickenShed’s ideology of inclusion mobilises elements of Franldurt School’s 
critical theory whilst being aware of the possible shortcomings when the argument is pushed to 
universalising assumptions regarding what society ‘needs’ to be doing. Giroux also engages with a 
critique of what he sees as modernist notions of “multiculturahsm” and “capitalist individual choice” 
(1993). These notions with their restricted social and anti-democratic imagination often place subjeets in 
equally restricted positions, writes Giroux (1993, p.77).
** See John Gray’s chapter in Askonas, Stewart (2000). He argues that revisionist social democrats have 
promoted the concept of inclusion not to address the exclusionary consequences of poverty but to foster 
workforce engagement.
*® Fraser’s lecture-demonstration referred to the potential of the arts to educate in acceptance and celebrate 
human difference and life diversity.
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own inherent limitations of essentialism or separatism, certainly) can challenge the shortcomings 
of a system based on artificial and arbitrary ability.
Resistance does not only come from the proponents of disability arts who are apparently external 
to inclusive education sites and, as shown in Chapter 3, can produce competitive practice within 
the cultural field. Resistance is far more complex and diversified and is often expressed within 
the very practices of inclusive sites. For instance, ChickenShed’s procedures are not necessarily 
shared and reflected in all the participants’ experiences. Integrating individuals in a common 
practice does not entail subjugation, argues Dale (1982, p. 157). ChickenShed’s workshop 
locations and company studios are sites of negotiation over hegemony, whenever that appears. 
The company’s methodology does not detect it on paper, but it certainly gets recognised and 
addressed by the students-participants. Moments of resistant negotiation can be read as both a 
breakdown of pedagogic communication and a possible breakthrough helping inclusive pedagogy 
to change; sometimes by strengthening its mechanisms of control or by questioning critically and 
creatively its relation to hegemonies.
ChickenShed is an educational and artistic site practicing inclusion. Its pedagogic work aims to 
maintain a creative and instructional process and for most of its agents this process would appear 
as a relatively autonomous apparatus transmitting worthy social values. For critical sociologists 
of art and education though, ChickenShed can also be studied as a site practicing hegemony, in 
the sense that its inclusive methods can be seen as strategies for preventing subversion of a 
capitalist/ablist status quo. Wherever there is hegemony however there is resistance; such is the 
premise of Bernstein’s sociological theory of education (1996). Despite the hegemony, the re­
production and the contradictions of its mission, ChickenShed’s practices allow for knowledge to 
be produced by participants. Educational and artistic practice, despite its limitations, can create 
cultural competencies that help people retain their agency within the social environment.
4.2 Cultural Production: Divisions, Stratification and the Construct of Ability
Dale recognises that opposition to hegemony should no longer be perceived as the realm of a 
class-based struggle, but that cultural resistance is played out at a variety of levels diverging from 
economy-determined social relations (1982, p. 152). Thus, disabled identity and disability arts 
practice can be seen as occupying an area of contest set against established inclusive pedagogies. 
Reflection on difference, such as race, gender and disability subjectivities, has made social 
theorists challenge old Marxist class explanations and look for less reductive and more multi­
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layered notions of cultural struggle (see Laclau’s 1977 revisionist concept of “popular 
democratic” struggle). In this respect Giroux, abstaining both from the traditional positivist/ 
modernist notions of class struggle and the romantic and depoliticised version of “politics of 
identity”, offers an alternative theorisation of emergent cultural agencies (1993, p.63). Giroux 
critiques existing concepts of individual agency as defined by the narrow cultural parameters of 
“an individualism that is fixed, unburdened by history and free from the constraints of multiple 
forms of domination” (1993, p.63). Such understandings, he argues, restrict the acknowledgment 
of plurality and diversity and are unfavourable to the inclusion of social and cultural difference. 
Giroux redefines cultural struggle as a praxis that is plural and subversive, made up by multiple, 
collective agents “capable of both challenging existing configurations of power and offering new 
visions of the future” (1993, p.63). Giroux’s critical account of contemporary cultural 
production, nevertheless, urges theorists to spell out the difference in and variety of subject 
positions “where complex historical and relational practices can place people” (1993, p.77). He 
calls for an acknowledgement and analysis of race, class and gender seen not as fixed labels but 
as “particular histories, experiences, languages and cultural memories which offer the conditions 
for an insurgent subjectivity” (Giroux, 1993, p.77). Developing Giroux’s perspective, I suggest 
that disability is included in the categories of social difference, which can be analysed in order to 
reformulate the notion of inclusion as an ongoing cultural struggle. This can in turn provide the 
basis for an understanding of disabled people as agents
struggling over expanding claims to rights, redefining the terms of membership 
in the dominant society, and rewriting the rules of participation in the creation of 
multiple democratic public cultures.
Giroux 1993, p.63.
It is within this framework for understanding individual agency that I place the following analysis 
of cultural resistance to hegemonic notions of inclusion and struggle for creating possibilities for 
new inclusions.
Education operating within contemporary capitalism has been introduced to a range of market 
principles, with consumer sovereignty, parental or individual choice being amongst them. These 
principles have opened up possibilities for new sets of relationships between state services and 
service users or customers, and between managers and managed, which have subsequently 
provided new possible realms of hegemony and resistance. Reflecting government policy 
discourse, it becomes increasingly more fitting to think of the educators-educated relationship in
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terms of a business membership, and of the whole education and arts systems as enterprises.*’ 
Despite the currency of the idea of meritocracy and the assumption that it facilitates social 
mobility according to merit, there is opposition challenging the limits of such an educational 
system (see Cole, 2005). There is widespread dissatisfaction with current perceptions of merit. 
For the critics of dominant discourses, merit equates with some arbitrary idea of ability, measured 
through school performance, education qualifications and skills, which has merely replaced but 
not eradicated older terms of social status. Theorists of the Left, such as Ruth Levitas (1998), 
have criticised New Labour’s meritocratic understanding of equality. Judging on merit is 
attacked for its neoliberal presumption that: “inequality is a necessary part of market economy, an 
important incentive, and often deserved” (Driver and Martell, 2002, p.76). Sociologists of 
education and educational theorists challenge assumptions that contemporary education makes 
positive contributions to social issues such as unequal social and racial cultures (see Fischman et 
al, 2005). They argue that ‘equality of opportunity’ is often a device to perpetuate and justify 
existing divisions, and that educational systems have failed to question the correlation between 
merit and social status. Despite educational reforms, there are persisting difficulties in regulating 
the degree of social differentiation acceptable in an aspiring classless society and in removing 
impediments to the social mobility of groups of people who do not seem to fit in the category of a 
white middle-class/mainstream.**
The ways in which social class affects educational opportunities are multiple and 
complex: some factors lie outside school, others operate through institutional 
processes that disadvantage particular groups of pupils.
Gillbom, Mirza, 2000, p. 19.
According to Bourdieu, reference to class differences are avoided by “the guardians of polite- 
society objectivism” as it may arouse “unpleasant dissensions” that could damage the appearance 
of equity and meritocracy (1977, p.99). Nevertheless, institutional and academic “indifference to 
differences” cannot hide the disillusionment reflected in a large number of studies (on class, race 
and gender divisions) that have shown how particular groups are alienated by the educational 
process, which they tend to resist in ways that further exclude them (see Bondi, Matthews, 1988).
*’ See for example the terminology used in documents such as Learning to Succeed (1999) Department for 
Education and Employment, and Schools Achieving Success (2001) Department of Education and Skills.
** See educational research commissioned by Ofsted, maintaining that “Black (African-Caribbean, 
Pakistani and Bangladeshi) pupils are stereotyped and face additional barriers to academic success” 
(Gillbom, Mirza, 2000, p. 17). Its authors also argue that “the attainment gap between the highest and 
lowest social classes has widened since the 1980s”, but that difficulty in definitions means that little 
research gathers adequate data on social class background (2000, p. 18).
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Research in education shows that schools, like other cultural institutions, favour specific cultures 
whilst devaluing others, and that educational (as well as artistic) systems are dominated by 
“professionals from or assimilated into the white, middle class” (Bondi and Matthews, 1988, 
p.l 1). However true this statement may be, notions of stratification according to class are highly 
complex. Although income, housing and lifestyle disparities between different social groups 
constitute an economic and social fact, societal inequality is no longer perceived as readily 
attributable to categories such as class, race or gender. Yet despite changes in thinking about the 
causes and effects of social discrimination, material inequalities and ensuing national and 
international conflicts continue to probe debates regarding the basis of social injustice in 
contemporary democracy and culture.*^
The mechanisms of favouring certain social groups can be subtle and based on perpetuating the 
cultural values of these groups by rendering them dominant within pedagogic processes (as 
argued in my introductory discussion of mainstream TV programmes promoting hegemonic ideas 
of competition, achievement and excellence). Social divisions between successful and 
unsuccessful, competent and incompetent are reproduced through cultural hegemony that is not 
directly determined by traditional factors such as labour. Stratification, I suggest, is created 
through unequally distributed cultural abilities. In traditional sociological research social 
differentiation was defined as one’s position in the economic relations of production. However, 
in contemporary culture, status is defined by one’s ability to compete within the market of 
symbolic and material practices. In this respect, education and the arts can be manipulated as 
systems of differentiation to classify individuals by inventing and fostering abilities that suit the 
status quo. It could also be argued that selectivity based on aptitude and elitism are, nowadays, a 
far greater danger, as they are disguised with the rhetoric of educational equality that is in fact 
concerned solely with providing educational opportunities rather than equality in educational 
outcome (Dale, 1982, p. 137). Recent government plans to teach more pupils in ability-based sets, 
rather than mixed-ability classes, and to convert all secondary schools in England into specialised 
academies have been criticised by a number of academics as elitist. Research commissioned by 
the Institute of Education in 2005 showed a growing number of classes divided by ability, but 
challenged educational secretary Ruth Kelly White Paper’s (October 2005) claims that sets “help
The November 2005 Paris riots (led by groups of young people, residents of the “banlieues”) and violent 
clashes with the police, as well as the London 7* July 2005 terrorist attacks have caused heated debates 
in the media regarding the need for integration, rethinking multiculturahsm, new definitions of 
citizenship, new practices of inclusive education as well as the need to address social injustices.
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to build motivation, social skills and independence” (see Taylor, 2005).^ The report of 
academics at the universities of Cambridge, Brighton, Sussex and London University’s Institute 
of Education in effect argues that:
No one form of organisational grouping benefits all pupils. In ability-based sets, 
pupils in lower groups are vulnerable to making less progress, becoming 
demotivated and developing anti-school attitudes.
Research findings quoted in The Independent, 5 November 2005, p.6.
The individual learner is seen more and more as solely responsible for taking full advantage of 
educational provision, but the rhetoric chooses to ignore the fact that not every individual gets an 
equal start in life. Steve Sinnott, general secretary of the National Union of Teachers, has openly 
criticised New Labour’s academy programme and the fiercely competitive league tables as 
causing schools to turn their back on the disadvantaged pupils they claim to support, and favour 
those from middle-class families (The Independent 2005, p7).^' As Sinnot argues:
Instead of changing the school they are changing the children. The children who 
are likely to depress their test and exam results are unwanted.
Quoted in Grice, 2005.
Such attitudes towards equality in education are attacked as “Left Thatcherism” by thinkers like 
Alex Callinicos (2001). In turn White and Giaimo condemn it as an element of capitalist 
discourse and an ideology
which says that we should tiy to ensure citizens roughly equal initial endowments 
of marketable assets and then let the free market rip.
White (ed), 2001, p.216.
Callinicos (2001) critiques dominant discourses of equality of opportunity for their deceptive 
claims of equal concern for all. In reality he argues, social democracies embracing the Third Way 
(in theory transcending Left and Right ideologies) question only how the poor are poor and not
Taylor reports criticisms on divisive differentiations amongst pupils spurred on by extensive testing and 
publication of test results.
According to the article, academies select on aptitude, resulting in a drop of the percentage of pupils from 
less affluent families at almost two thirds of academies compared to the “failing” schools they replaced. 
There are also reports on scepticism regarding the Prime Minister’s free market-orientated Educational 
Bill planning to “set up ‘trust’ schools with more freedom from local authority control” (article by 
Andrew Grice, political editor, p.6). Grice writes about the Bill’s opponents within Labour who claim 
“the proposals would widen the divide between better-off and worse-off children... by allowing schools 
to set their own admission policies... based on ability”.
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why the rich get rich.^  ^ By distributing marketable abilities unequally, they allow some to 
become more powerful than others, argue Third Way critics Driver and Martell (2002, p.77).
Constructs of ability are highly effective in the exclusions they promote as they can get 
internalised by individuals. In this their powers are far more pervasive than those of class. 
According to theories of symbolic violence (Bernstein, 1996), subjects learn to assume the 
position allocated by the system, and acquire codes of communication and ways of being that are 
ability-regulated. This means that, as the social syntax is based on divisions between able and 
non-able (disabled), subjects are bound to perceive their lives and themselves in respect to some 
relation with ability. Ability is desirable and desired as symbolic capital. People negotiate their 
positioning symbolically and try to project to others, preferably from a site of superiority, an 
image of ability, competency and power. Individuals wish to see themselves as able, but not 
everybody is equipped to assert their ability, largely because of the initial unequal distribution of 
the symbolic goods.
Arguably the arts have a crucial role to fulfill in a cultural redistribution of ability, and dance in 
particular, as both a symbolic and physical practice, can provide a new syntax no longer regulated 
by notions of division, and dualist categorisation with dominating and dominated principles. But 
before envisaging this new empowering culture of egalitarian communication, the limitations 
need to be considered and the existing mechanisms encroached in the instructional and aesthetic 
language of dance practice and education, as well as in the everyday tactics of marketing and 
administration, need to be transformed. As I argue later on in this chapter, when the arts 
acquiesce too much to the values and discourse of globalisation and economic competition, 
exercising critical praxis through them can become seriously limited. The widespread 
commodification of the arts and education, and institutions’ (like ChickenShed) complicity to 
mainstream hegemonies, make it difficult to find a political or ethical basis to launch alternative 
practices. Subjectivities based on gender, race and disability are manipulated by cultural media. 
In being turned into individualistic projects of self-regulation through personal will and aptitude, 
their capacity to generate opposition can become ‘disabled’.
Sociologist Anthony Giddens is the architect of the Third Way as a socio-political ideology, and is in fact 
the one who first coined the term (see Giddens, 2001). In his sociological theory of structuration Giddens 
analyses agency and structure granting supremacy to neither. For his postmodern definitions of “life 
politics” as substituting a politics of emancipation against material inequalities, he has been criticised by 
theorists of the Left, such as Marxist sociologist Alex Callinicos (2001).
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In conclusion to my initial argument on the relevance of an analysis of symbolic divisions and 
social stratification for the study of cultural production and resistance, Giroux states that it is 
crucial to reinstate accounts of “those social and political forces that construct individual and 
collective identities across and within different economic, cultural and social spheres” (1993, 
p.63). He critiques dominant ideologies that tend to rewrite social inequalities as individual 
problems or subjective preferences, thus erasing the concept of the ‘social’ as a viable political 
category (Giroux, 1993, p.63). Following the same critical path, educationalist Dave Hill (2005) 
argues that the postmodern shift away from social categories is highly problematic as it fails to 
grasp the meaning of, for instance, “the class-based policies of the British state within the 
educational arena” (2005, p.30). According to Hill and other writers within educational research, 
social categorisation constitutes a crucial element of contemporary society that should not be 
overlooked because of its postmodern redefinitions (Hill, 2002). The implications of an analysis 
of social stratification in relation to the discourse of inclusion cannot be underestimated. It can 
expose disability and exclusion as the meritocratic attributes of a free market educational system. 
Invigorated by a theory of critical pedagogy such analysis can also challenge inclusion as a 
limited and contradictory discourse. As I discuss in the following section of this chapter, 
inclusive cultural practice often fails to address social inequalities, and thus can be seen to 
comply with the continuation of the status quo it purports to overthrow. Giroux and Hill 
challenge the perception of the “death of the social” and stimulate research on the concrete 
expressions of social struggle and clashes of interests within contemporary culture. 
Acknowledging social divisions, based on cultural notions of dis/ability, (and interlinking them 
with race, gender, age) I proceed to testing them in ChickenShed’s pedagogic delivery and its 
contextual features. The aim is not to offer a promise of eliminating subjection and exploitation 
but to expose and rationalise consciously the social and economic biases that could betray 
inclusion’s humanistic goals.
4.3 ChickenShed’s Pedagogic Action and Symbolic Control
At this point, the sociological hypotheses raised so far are applied to the phenomenon of 
ChickenShed’s pedagogic action, which takes place not only through its formal educational 
settings (workshops in schools, BTEC training) but also through its artistic processes (rehearsals 
and performance). Cultural institutions can be critiqued as carriers of symbolic control acting to 
educate individuals into a given (often unequal) structure of distribution of cultural capital and 
reproducing social structure. In this section, I study the mechanisms of pedagogic reproduction.
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present in instances of ChickenShed’s delivery, to see whether they are indeed linked to dominant 
neoliberal ideology. According to Bourdieu and Passeron, methods, such as non-directive 
teaching, that pedagogies like ChickenShed’s resort to, are not adequate to challenge the fact that 
all pedagogy is an imposition of a cultural arbitrary (1977, p. 17). Even educational utopias, like 
the one professed by the company’s literature, are basically
an instrument of ideological struggle for groups who denounce the pedagogic 
legitimacy of other groups to secure for themselves monopoly of the legitimate 
mode of imposition.
Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977, p. 16.
ChickenShed’s pedagogic agents (education officers, performing arts practitioners and workshop 
leaders) make use of techniques that often provide a personal and psychological basis for the 
relationship between teacher and student, as well as director and performer. The social 
foundation of the pedagogic relation between a non-disabled leader and disabled participants, 
thus, can be obscured and not identified as such. Since the educational process is seen as a series 
of interactions between “Paul, Kate and Rachel” based on mutual respect, authority can be harder 
to perceive and agents formed by this mode of imposition may not be enabled to explore the 
character of power relations between unequal positions. Soft approach techniques such as 
‘dialogue’, ‘charismatic teaching’, ‘participation’ and emphasis on human relations can contribute 
to an invisible pedagogy that is all too difficult to spot and reflect upon.
ChickenShed’s pedagogic action takes on a rather contradictory role; given by the system the 
relative autonomy to teach inclusion, it defines freely its inclusive method, its content and its 
accessibility to the public. However, all these decisions, seemingly the result of autonomous 
thinking of its founders, directors and managers, are taken in order to help the site participate in a 
symbolic market pre-defmed, according to critical sociology, by the capitalist arbitrary. This 
means that in the field of cultural production, capitalism does indeed allow less dominant (or 
progressive) pedagogies to exist and ChickenShed to continue transmitting its legitimate inclusive 
ideology, since there is a space for everything in the market as long as there is demand.”  
Trainee teachers and students who undergo an inclusive pedagogy learn to recognise inclusion as 
a cultural value and create cultural products (performances) based on it. Nevertheless, Bourdieu
”  Giroux critiques contemporary concepts of individual freedom as organised around a capitalist ideology 
according to which the measure of freedom and choice, for both human agency and democracy, is 
dictated by the logic of the market place (1993, p.63).
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and Passeron reveal what they see as the biggest contradiction of the system by arguing 
pessimistically that these students:
are destined to discover that the cultural arbitrary (inclusion) whose worth they have 
had to recognise in order to acquire it is worthless on an economic or symbolic 
market dominated by the cultural arbitrary of the dominant classes.
1977, p.29.^
It may be true that inclusive performing arts are not always capable of changing the participant’s 
objective social status or to influence economic policies that favour disabled performers’ full 
employment. If one is to apply Bourdieu and Passeron’s “genesis amnesia” principle of habitus, 
then it can be argued that individuals assume a position in which they can be ‘dominated’ by 
others. They could believe it to be their innate condition since they cannot see exactly who 
facilitated or constrained them to it (1977, p.38-39). Although, I do not consent fully to this 
presumption that disabled participants have a “false consciousness”, I cannot but feel inclined to 
consider whether the concept of inclusion could be turned against the subjects it intends to help. 
The answer could be “yes” in so far as its pedagogic goal consists in merely enhancing the 
marketable performing skills of the disabled people while allowing a competitive and highly 
selective market to be “the final arbiter of the value of those skills” (Driver and Martell, 2002, 
p. 197). ChickenShed, and indeed every pedagogic agency promoting inclusion (including myself 
as an inclusive practitioner), have the responsibility to recognise the limitations of their work. 
Within the contemporary social framework analysed, there are great ethical responsibilities for 
those who preach inclusion within an exclusivist market, which by principle devalues certain 
identities and practices. I argue that the pedagogic work of ChickenShed often misrecognises the 
inherent limits of inclusive arts programming with its liberal illusions of freedom and 
universality. My argument on inherent limits is further supported with reference to concrete 
empirical phenomena I have lived and observed within the site.
During my training in inclusive performing arts, I took part in a number of workshops in the 
company’s theatre in Southgate, where senior members of the company attempt to offer the 
widest possible range of inclusive insights and techniques to new participants. Members of the 
core company are invited to participate in the groups as support leaders, and amongst them are
94 FB, a disabled respondent argues: “I applied to Peter Jones and Waitrose for a job. Yes, I write in my 
CV that I have a BTEC in inclusive performance. So what? No one has offered me a job yet. They don’t 
care.” (conversation with the researcher, 20* December, 2004).
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usually three to four disabled performers who have been working with the company for many 
years.”  In at least two of this type of intensive workshop conditions, I observed the following 
encounter: the workshop leader asks some type of rhetorical question to the group with the aim to 
incite brainstorming, or assert a consensus over a common creative decision in the course of an 
activity in-progress. These are usually questions that solicit no answer on behalf of the 
participants (or at least not a vocalised one). They are similar to the traditional icebreakers or the 
humorous group-bonding clichés one is familiar with through schooling, especially when the 
teacher opts for informal and soft approach pedagogy. However, it appears that these presumably 
quiet moments of common acknowledgement of a school habitus, give the opportunity to disabled 
participants (frequently the company’s one or two most long-established disabled members) to 
embody a different habitus.
The leader remarked generally that people were looking tired and made a 
humorous reference to the cold weather. He then went on explaining the activity. 
K started moving and gesticulating vividly in her wheelchair and made sounds of 
agitated (enthusiastic?) response to what had being said. This behaviour went on 
for two to three minutes. It attracted other participants’ attention and appeared to 
create a moment of diversion of the group focus from the leader to K. The leader 
of the warm-up gave her an expert nod of recognition and made sustained eye 
contact smiling and showing that he appreciated her input. She then stopped.
Field notes, 10* February, 2005.
However, under different conditions (in particular straight before going on stage to perform in 
front of the audience), the gestures and vocal actions of the same disabled company member were 
dealt with the request to “listen... be quiet” and “let’s go back to ...” the interrupted task of 
practising the improvisation (field notes from ChickenShed’s Christmas show The Nutcracker, 
18* December 2002). Never under other circumstances did I see or hear a ChickenShed leader 
address such a request to a participant who wished to contribute something to the process. The 
written methodology of the company goes into painstaking and sensitive analysis of ways to 
acknowledge and reward individual input in all forms, even if this can be seen as disruptive. It 
could be argued that for the sake of the group and continuity, the leader has to take spontaneous 
decisions to intervene and regulate individual expression to the benefit of collective 
communication. The previous incident could be justified using personal/psychological
Disabled participants are usually transported to the site by their parents or carers. I know of participants 
who do not possess a car or who do not have someone to give them a lift to the theatre. As a 
consequence these individuals miss out on these training workshop opportunities far more frequently 
than their more affluent peers.
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interpretations such as: a) “K is always very enthusiastic and sometimes an attention-seeker” or 
b): “the inexperienced and stressed out group supporter would have told anyone who talked to be 
quiet because she needed to direct the focus of the participants to the group task and not to 
individual members”.
Nevertheless, my intention here is not to justify or support individuals, but to use socio-cultural 
thought to render invisible pedagogic control visible in order to critique it. The analytical 
framework cannot forego social categories and I need to acknowledge the disabled/non-disabled 
nexus in the described incident. In that sense, ChickenShed’s pedagogic delivery can be seen as 
sometimes imposing the legitimacy (hegemony) of the dominant culture on its members; by 
imposing, for example, a mainstream school habitus and internalised rational containment 
covering up individual occurrences. Especially when members happen to be individuals from 
non-dominant social groups, it is impossible to ignore that such pedagogic practices could be 
misused in disciplining and censoring behaviour that does not fit the prevailing ideologies, such 
as ablism. It could be argued that such cultural hegemonies allow difference that will never fully 
fit into their ideals, to get schooled and socialised so as to become self-disciplined or censored 
when not confirming to their arbitrary. Therefore, the function of the request to “be quiet” could 
be read as not only keeping the order of the workshop but also keeping the order of a whole 
structure of power relations. A radical pedagogy promoting recognition of difference could offer 
a critique of ChickenShed’s workshop as an essentially ethnocentric project focusing on the 
reproduction of the inclusive site itself rather than the advancement of an anti-conformist and 
liberating practice.
Exclusion is often seen to colour the experience of ChickenShed’s former students. Despite 
completing the BTEC programme in Inclusive Performing Arts and performing in more than six 
company shows and various educational events, a number of ChickenShed’s disabled members 
that I have known personally, remain outside formal occupational engagement and independent 
income. Informal discussions with one of them revealed disillusionment with the inclusive 
promise.”  ChickenShed member FB dreams of being offered a permanent and remunerated 
position in the company (like the one achieved by disabled writer-in-residence Paula Rees who is 
employed there). But, the company cannot employ everyone, and so the systemic exclusion of a
”  My respondent regarding issues of employability and future options for students of inclusive arts is FB 
who would like to remain anomymous. He is an actor who has cerebral palsy and, to his pronounced 
disappointment, is currently supported by the British social benefits system.
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whole group of members (with disabilities that often interrelate with ethnic minority, working- 
class backgroimds and age) is interpreted either as chance or as personal failure. FB uses the 
following phrases to interpret this phenomenon: “I wasn’t good enough ... X and Y {who are 
frequently asked to participate in the company's shows) are better than me and had joined 
ChickenShed years before I did” (discussion with FB, 15 December 2004). As happens with 
cultural production, the exclusion that is produced here has more symbolic force than economic 
exclusion, since it is perceived as self-exclusion from a culture that is “too good, too difficult for 
me” (from the same conversation).
Disability arts have sought remedies for this exclusion in radical pedagogies that propose an 
alternative counter-culture fiercely depreciative of the dominant class norms. This counter­
culture is often expressed in a new performance habitus that focuses on process rather than 
product and values community environments rather than formal education or professional art 
ones.”  It could in turn be argued that opting for direct opposition to the mainstream in fact 
restricts disabled artists to cultural marginality. However, it is debatable whether it is better to 
legitimise a dominant habitus. It is indicative that the ChickenShed members I have liaised with 
and who are excluded from work, income and social independence, have not followed the 
conventional channels of British schooling. This is perhaps the reason they did not have an 
outcome from ChickenShed’s pedagogic message, equal to that of their non-disabled and middle- 
class peers, like myself. It is apparently not enough to open membership to everyone if the 
message is anyhow received and assimilated unequally due to different family, social origins and 
institutional experiences. I suggest that if inclusive dance education is ever to fulfil its 
emancipatory and transformative potential, it needs to reconsider its pedagogic message and its 
delivery in order to diminish inequalities in its reception.
Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) offer insights into how the pedagogic work can be radicalised. 
They argue that progressive education should favour “explicit” versus “implicit” pedagogy. 
Implicit pedagogy aims at the inculcation of the message through manifestation in practical states 
(p.47). For example, the workshop event described earlier, with the implicit assumption that 
everybody reacts the same in a common workshop practice, is an illustration of implicit values, 
such as a knowledgeable conformity expressed in silence that presupposes “cultural knowledge 
prior to the pedagogic encounter” ( Bourdieu, Passeron, 1977, p.47). In situations of implicit
See for example the dancetheatre performance strategies suggested by Kuppers, referring to work by 
dance installation group Bielderwerfer and disabled dance artist Bill Shannon (2001, 2003).
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pedagogy the ones who benefit from the pedagogic commimication are the agents who already 
have the prerequisite ability to understand what is asked of them and respond in ways that are 
culturally legitimate. These are more often than not the participants who have had formal 
education and a middle-class background. Dance practice, in general, can be seen as an instance 
of implicit pedagogy asking for the embodied implementation of previously acquired principles 
(technical and aesthetic but also custom and decorum-related ones). Inclusive dance practice, in 
theory, strives to integrate different abilities by refusing any such prerequisites and by articulating 
and explicating egalitarian codes of practice, open to be mastered by everyone. However, in 
practice, some of the principle-codes continue to not be explained to and assimilated by everyone. 
This means that some participants will still be more able than others; they are the ones who 
already possess the cultural values without need of explaining, so will continue to monopolise the 
cultural capital (even if this is an ‘inclusive’ one).
The way to include more people into the sharing and understanding of the pedagogic message is 
to analyse things in every possible way and be explicit about the classification and the concepts 
used throughout the pedagogic process. Inclusive dance practitioner Hills calls this “total 
communication”; including “spoken words (continuous verbal description of the movements that 
are happening), visual movements, touch, sounds and images (spoken or pictures)” (2003, p. 11). 
Her view coincides with Bernstein’s theory of elaborated codes (in Apple, 1982) and Habermas’ 
(1986, 1989) concept of “communicative action”. They concur that empowerment comes through 
giving people the intellectual and practical tools needed to build their realities.”  This in turn 
means challenging the assumption often prevailing within ChickenShed’s methodology that 
things need to be practically simplified by the leaders in order to become more accessible to 
everybody. Following such an assumption, dance can be seen as an unproblematic medium of 
involving individuals in something physical they can all share and understand. The implicit 
pedagogy here is that one needs not ‘understand’ a principle in order to move to ‘realise’ it. 
However, this could become a discriminatory practice pigeonholing certain individuals as fit to 
‘do’ and others as fit to ‘think and do’, subsequently neglecting to give the classificatory 
principles of dance art to those they perceive as having more bodily than intellectual dispositions. 
In any case, it becomes clear that dance’s potential to form ‘reflective bodies’ capable of critical 
action is undermined by such implicit strategies of unequal classification.
”  There are differences however between Bernstein’s perspective (closer to Marxism and Freire’s 
principles for the Pedagogy of the Oppressed \910) and Habermas’s position that the outcomes of this 
pedagogy are not directly linked to predictable outcomes and socialist revolution for redistribution of 
power.
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Inclusive dance practitioner Hills warns against the repeated positioning of participants in the 
same roles and activities that denies them the chance to vary their experience of inclusion (2003, 
p. 17). She writes that inclusive teachers should encourage dancers to take turns as “appraiser”, 
“dance critic”, rehearsal director” and choreographer (2003, p. 17). She stresses the need of 
inclusive dance to foster a) the ability to “create dance, as opposed to someone who purely 
follows instructions”, b) the ability to “shape dance pieces through an aesthetic awareness” and c) 
the understanding that there are “different ways of doing things and making decisions” (Hills, 
2003, p.65). Hills argues that the dancer should be encouraged to make choices that are not 
simply responses “to a set of options given by a leader” (2003, p.65). Differing from what I have 
experienced within ChickenShed, Hills is very explicit and systematic in regards to what needs to 
be done towards empowering dancers to become dance leaders and choreographers. She claims 
that inclusive dance teachers should take the time to develop classroom opportunities for their 
students to build a “choreographic knowledge”, through a variation of activities such as 
“watching-experiencing dance”, “watching TV programmes about dance or studying photographs 
of dance shapes”, “training via dance organisations”, or “reading books” (2003, p.68).
It is evident from the discourse Hills is using that she makes a conscious effort not to distinguish 
between ‘high’ and ‘low’ media of education, and to account for individual learning styles and 
social backgrounds. Most importantly. Hills makes a case for developing the dancers’ 
“knowledge”, seen not only as practical but also as intellectual, kinaesthetic and based on an 
embodied living within everyday culture. I see her approach as going beyond ChickenShed’s 
inclusion, in that she reflects on and distributes pro-actively exactly those dance abilities that can 
help transcend distinctions between leaders and doers. Hills exemplifies an effort within 
inclusive dance education to employ a more explicit pedagogy; a marked difference with 
ChickenShed’s moral implicitness.”  By ChickenShed standards, of course, such explicitness 
could be perceived as managerial, logistical and technocratic. It is true that to emulate Hills, a 
teacher needs to build upon her expertise, skill and theoretical background rather than just be 
inclusive. However, I suggest this is exactly what is at stake in inclusive pedagogy: the 
methodical challenging of existing habitus.
”  CandoCo’s ADAPT training and its Foundation course for disabled dancers are part of this trend of 
explicit pedagogy within inclusive danee.
Whatley’s researeh on existing HE provision for disabled danee students, also raises the issue of the 
challenge of “unlearning’ before being ready to learn afresh” and analyses how this process can 
encourage critical reflection and awareness of personal and cultural limitations (2007, p.9).
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In observing an inclusive arts activity, one needs to ask each time about “who” possesses the 
explicit pedagogical language in the process, all or just a few, and what is the selective criterion 
(ability, class?). Kuppers asks, “Who speaks and for whom?” (2007). I suppose that the inclusion 
I trained in is often univocal rather than multi-vocal.
Going back to my reading of critical sociology, I argue that the contemporary market devalues 
manual labour and practical mastery increasingly while it ascribes credence to “symbolic 
mastery” (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977, p.49). There are important implications of this dominant 
cultural arbitrary for dance practice. In the example of workshop practice discussed previously, 
pedagogic agents tend to dispense with explicit transmission of the principles that give symbolic 
mastery of the inclusive process. Nevertheless, practical participation is not enough to ensure 
individuals are not being further disadvantaged by the inclusive process itself. Dance practice 
does not prioritise verbal mastery and thus is a form more accessible to the groups who lack 
speech-related s k i l l s . H o w e v e r ,  higher levels of dance practice, such as teaching and 
choreographing, are distinctively more concerned with language, not only stylistic but also 
instructional as well as specific dance terminology. ChickenShed’s inclusive dance practice 
promotes a certain mastery of inclusive dance language, in particular, a certain relation to 
language. Words like “imaginative”, “sensitive”, “perceptive of others’ needs”, ‘truthful” and 
“honest” are examples of this language to be found in the company’s methodology. Inclusive 
terminology is invented to reflect practice and vice versa. How can I ensure that my inclusive 
practice is not reflecting another implicit hegemony and that it does not become merely the 
practical repeatable format of an inclusive habitus?
There seem to be two possible answers to the question: a) by giving all participants the codes to 
master a theoretical as well as a practical relation to their own bodies and movement; helping 
them even to become teachers and choreographers themselves regardless of physical or mental 
disability or b) by viewing dance as a language independent from established languages, a
Hills emphasises the positive aspects of working purely through movement as encouraging equality 
between dancers (2003, p.25). She argues that “non-verbal dancers can feel empowered, able to 
participate on a par with peers, and to contribute actively within a session”, something that may not be 
the case in other sessions (2003, p,25). However, Hills stresses the challenges arising from non-verbal 
movement-based work, which is far from unproblematic. She suggests various points for assessment of 
non-verbal tasks and self-assessment of the leaders, in regards to the “specific learning outcomes 
achieved’, “the engagement of the dancers with dance (participating, watching, decision making)”, and 
“the effectiveness of the activity format” (2003, p.26).
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communication in its own right demanding different attuning, different intelligences and allowing 
for the development of completely unconventional abilities non-determined by notions of 
marketable asset.
I go back to ChickenShed’s practice again, this time during an observed rehearsal towards a 
fundraising gala performance.
The director of dance asked two of the company’s non-disabled performers to 
‘feel like you own the movement... not do it just to do it’. This request came 
after a long series of improvisatory variations around a theme the group had 
worked with before. It involved three couples sharing weight and supporting 
each other to communicate images of harmonious contact between opposite 
sexes. One of the couples consisted of Bindi, a disabled female dancers and Basi 
a non-disabled male performer, both of whom had been working hard in adapting 
the existing material and coming up with new movement dynamics and positions, 
mainly through contact technique. The other two groups observed Bindi and her 
partner’s work. The director asked them to mirror their movement quality in 
their own dances. Then she (director) asked everybody to try out their ideas to 
the music. At that final stage of the rehearsal the two male halves of the 
respective non-disabled couples executed a technically secure arabesque. It was 
part of the initial choreographic material they had all been re-visiting for the gala.
This is when the director (principal choreographer of the piece) made the request 
for “ownership”. Perhaps, she was inspired by the quasi-spontaneous quality of 
contact improvisation she had observed in the integrated couple’s practice 
(during which she was continually making encouraging remarks such as “this is 
beautiful”, “could you do that again, it was perfect”, “can you use your arms 
again the way you did before... that was clever”). The choreographer seemed 
disappointed. Was it by the conventionality of the movement vocabulary or by 
the dancers’ unimaginative approach to it?
Field notes, March 2004.’°^
The aesthetic/embodied effect of the choreographer’s incitement on the dancers is further 
analysed in Chapter 7. There is no clear evidence that the non-disabled performers really 
understood what the choreographer meant by “ownership”. My critique here concerns her use of 
theoretical/symbolic discourse as addressed narrowly to the possessors of theoretical knowledge 
and not to eveiyone. The choreographer used a theoretical language to explain and demand proof 
of a specific principle of dance technique, on behalf of the experienced non-disabled dancers. 
However, she did not employ the same theoretical but a more pragmatic discourse to address the 
integrated couple and especially the disabled dancer. One of the reasons may be that she assumed
Field notes taken from rehearsals for a cabaret performance of the company. The performance would be 
part of fundraising events in the main auditorium and at The Guildhall, London in March and April 2004. 
The Guildhall gala was organised by Lady Rayne and joined by celebrities such as Shirley Bassey, Bob 
Hoskins, Jeremy Irons and Jemima Khan.
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the disabled dancer had the authentic practical mastery that her choreography was in search of, 
whereas the non-disabled dancers lacked in unmediated inclusive spirit and needed further 
intellectual stimulation in order to deliver it. In any case, the decision of the choreographer to use 
a different set of discourse in addressing non-disabled and disabled dancers could be indicative of 
a persistent partiality within the company’s pedagogic and artistic delivery. Although 
ChickenShed’s methodology champions an accessible language and subject-matter both for 
workshops and stage productions, its practice does not dispense with a pedagogical language that 
is applied inconsistently. Its pedagogic agents opt for a variable use of theoretical terminology 
(whenever that can have a suitable receiver) rather than a systematic use of explicit categories 
concerning everyone regardless of background/ability. One of the main risks of such practice is 
in setting “an unbridgeable gulf between the holder of the principles of practice and the mere 
practitioner”, write Bourdieu and Passeron (1977, p.50).
In order to counteract such risk of perpetuating divisions of dance practice. Hills recommends an 
inclusive curriculum that consciously redistributes knowledge of dance’s theoretical concepts 
more equally. She stipulates that choreographic terminology should be used consistently and 
explicitly within sessions, and accessible explanations of ideas such as “unison”, “canon”, 
‘dynamics” must be offered systematically and as an integrated part of movement exploration- 
improvisation (2003, p.68, suggested choreographic glossary p. 124). Hills’ methodology seems 
to have identified the problematic neglect of dance language and choreographic terms when 
analysing and reflecting on work negotiated between disabled and non-disabled bodies. 
Following her model, a new possibility for choreographing inclusively could emerge. 
ChickenShed’s disabled dancer Bindi could be asked to address the following questions regarding 
her practice: “how does it feel to perform the piece?”, “do different sections or movements 
prompt particular feelings or images?”, and whether she was “aware of patterns and relationships 
with other dancers”, when she performed the sequence I described earlier (appropriating Hills’ 
examples of reflective practice developing dancer’s knowledge, 2003, p.69). Inclusive pedagogy 
that is explicit in its goals, aims and use of technical vocabulary can become fairer and more 
accessible to disabled dancers as long as adaptations are ongoing and flow from a practice that is 
shared rather than lead.
In conclusion, there are crucial steps to be taken towards eradicating the self-reproduction of the 
category “disabled”, not merely in written policy and methodology but in the minds and life- 
worlds of the performers. Ultimately, I suggest, ‘disabled’ are not only those with impairments
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but all who lack possession of dominant pedagogic principles or who have just acquired them 
implicitly and unconsciously through a practice controlled by others. Defendants of inclusion, 
especially as a political term that will be discussed next, can claim that individuals are not 
excluded but that there is diversity of positions. Whatever words one chooses to use though, 
structural hierarchies based on ability cannot be concealed with liberalist terminology.
4.4 Political and Economic Conditions: Exclusion/Inclusion in British New Labour 
Discourse and Arts Policy.
Legitimisation for ChickenShed’s inclusive values and practice comes from governmental 
endorsement and subsequent economic or administrative support. As shown in Chapter 2, the 
company strives to acquire such recognition of its symbolic capital. This section studies the 
political language and cultural policies that can manipulate the concept of inclusion to further 
principles of the existing system. I analyse a typology of inclusions that New Labour rhetoric and 
its guidelines aim to deliver. I also investigate the extent to which government and ChickenShed 
mean the same thing, as well as the role of arts administration for the reproduction of a dominant 
idea of inclusion.
Sociologist Ruth Levitas charts the use of the concept of inclusion within social policy, from its 
inception in 1997. According to Levitas, Blair’s victory speech (“we build a nation united, with 
common purpose, shared values, with no-one shut out or excluded” quoted by Levitas) 
inaugurated a new language about “social cohesion”, “stakeholding”, “community” and 
“inclusion” (1998, p.2). As maintained by Levitas, this language, ensuring a “centre-left 
consensus”, contributed to New Labour’s electoral success. However, Levitas notices the 
consequent elimination of terms such as “equality” and “poverty”. In studying the use of the new 
concept, she identifies three different discourses employing “inclusion”. The first is the discourse 
of critical social policy, which Levitas characterises as “redistributionist” since it links the notion 
of inclusion with the fight against poverty. The second discourse is “cultural rather than 
material” and sees inclusion as the individual’s responsibility to escape exclusion. This discourse 
was created as a result of the neo-conservatism of the 1980s, which was concerned with fighting 
the “moral and behavioural delinquency” of the “underclass”. The third discourse is “social 
integrationist” and links inclusion to the labour market, viewing economic opportunity as the 
answer to social exclusion (Levitas, 1998, p.3). Levitas argues that each time the term inclusion 
is used, one has to analyse which of the three discourses it is being linked to, in order to grasp its
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semantics. She notes that permutations between the three discourses present in government 
policies show that the term has no single and clear definition but is manipulated to mean different 
things at different times. Levitas claims that the political meaning of inclusion has been distanced 
from an initial redistributionist discourse, which had appeared in New Labour’s initial rhetoric, 
and has moved to a combination of social integrationism and moralism. According to this 
permutation, inclusion appears to be the responsibility of the individual; a responsibility to 
socialise him/herself in ways that ensure moral and professional integration. The social policies 
that bear on this type of inclusion are reflected in a delivery of very restricted advantages to those 
they purport to help. My hypothesis here is the following: if the political environment present in 
British society today and influencing cultural practice in general is indeed such, then the inclusive 
promise of artistic institutions such as ChickenShed is seriously limited and perhaps destined to 
reproduce merely a New Labour hybrid of inclusion.
ChickenShed’s language of inclusion bears similarities with that of New Labour. They both 
refrain from reference to the differences and material inequalities of the people they wish to 
include. In the same way ChickenShed literature prefers not to make a special case for the 
disabled identity and impaired experiences of some of its members. New Labour policy paints a 
picture of a “homogenous and consensual” society in which “inequality and poverty are 
pathological and residual, rather than endemic” (Levitas, 1998, p.7). Neither New Labour nor 
ChickenShed policy considers the material factors causing inequalities and deprivation to class, 
gender, and race or disability minorities. For both of them inclusion is seen as simply “becoming 
an insider rather than an outsider in society” (Levitas, 1998, p.7). For ChickenShed this is 
achieved through participation in the arts and for New Labour through participation in a market 
economy. Neither of the two though wishes to interrogate the persistent structures and divisions 
of labour and ability, which have first caused and will continue to cause exclusion in the future. 
Furthermore, both New Labour and ChickenShed discourses see inclusion as essentially a self­
project, a cultural performative production on behalf of the individual bringing him/herself to use 
the inclusive services (Job Centres, Inclusive Workshops) provided by civil services and artists, 
in order to feel as a part of the rest of society. ChickenShed’s rhetoric sees participation in the 
site’s activities (Queen Mother’s and Jubilee parades. Gala performances) as automatic social 
inclusion guaranteeing change in the way others see the formerly excluded individual. An 
example of this rhetoric can be studied in Major Sir Michael Parker’s interview (Wemeyou, April, 
2003). In it he wishes that society imitated the company’s model of inclusion as illustrated 
during its one thousand members’ singing and dancing parade:
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Would that society were like that. Here are young people who one might see in a 
street gang ... and yet here they are, representing all that is the very best in 
Britain’s young people, unselfishly urging one another along.
Interview with Head of Marketing and Development for National Education
Programmes, Wemeyou, April, 2003, p.9.
New Labour’s rhetoric is equally confident that “the best way to tackle exclusion is to give choice 
and power to those left behind” {The Labour Party Manifesto 2005, p. 108). “Choice” and 
“power” refer to the individual’s resolution to use the “new improved provision best suited to 
their needs” that the government promises to create for delivering inclusion, as yet another public 
service good (like education and healthcare). The implicit idea in both discourses is that once the 
inclusive provision is established social inclusion is sorted out by itself. The only thing left to be 
done is letting people know a service has been created for their needs. Spreading or advertising 
the inclusive word is enough presumably, with any ensuing responsibility resting with the 
individual who is expected to perform the fulfilment of their potential and contribute to society.
Both ChickenShed’s and New Labour’s sense of inclusion is linked to what Levitas identified as 
the “social integrationist” discourse. Such discourse sees inclusion as a necessary step towards 
system integration; meaning integration between the social and the economic spheres. A basic 
part in this integration is played by inclusion in work; including people in economic activity. The 
implicit assumption here is that when people are integrated in the economy, and thus non­
dependent on care or welfare, they are then automatically socially included as well. ChickenShed 
and other inclusive arts organisations see their artistic practices as alternative forms of 
participation in the field of production, perhaps not contributing economic capital but creating 
symbolic capital in the form of abilities and excellent performances of inclusive ability, which 
can eventually contribute in creating real capital.'”  New Labour discourse reflects European 
social policies, argues Levitas. Applying European Commission directives, the government 
rhetoric advances arguments of social integration for disabled people. However, as Levitas notes.
Professor Ken Goulding, Deputy Vice Chancellor of Middelesex University contributes an article about 
“widening participation” and “learning for life”, promoting the company and the university’s joint 
postgraduate programme Tnclusivity in the Performing Arts’. He argues: “students have completed 
degree projects working at Chicken Shed, ranging from Product Design to Business Studies. They have 
all reported on the positive experience and some have gone on to pursue careers based upon their 
experiences, such as one former student who has specialised in design for disability” (in Wemeyou, April 
2003, p. 10). However, there is no indication of how many formerly excluded individuals have benefited 
from the course and in what ways. Meanwhile, similar higher education programmes aiming to include 
considerable intakes of disabled students (such as Liverpool Institute of Performing Arts’ Disability and 
Performance BA course) were closed down due to lack of disabled participation.
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‘integration’ means offering training and assistance to enter the labour market (1998, p.23). On 
key issues of access and transport, European legislation emphasises the term “disabled workers” 
rather than “people”, creating in that way what Levitas calls a “stratified system of citizenship” 
(p.26). Following the logic of such discourse, disabled people without paid work are 
marginalised as second-class citizens. The term inclusion implied by this language and policy 
could is removed from equality between people, since only workers seem to be allowed some 
theoretical equality between them. Ultimately, what these policies create is a limited and limiting 
conception of social inclusion.
Implementing its concept of inclusion, ChickenShed tries to persuade dominant groups towards 
inclusive philanthropy. Having Rupert Murdoch’s SKY as its new charity partner, ChickenShed 
seems to promote the idea that inclusion is good for business. This is a current trend in social 
policy as well; convincing the owners of assets to invest in “inclusive opportunity” promoted as 
enhancing economic prosperity: “Economy: Rising prosperity in an opportunity society” {The 
Labour Party Manifesto 2005, p. 14). The owners of media and corporate managers, who fund 
ChickenShed in its inclusive efforts, see in these new “paitnerships”, between culture and 
economy, the perfect opportunity to legitimise their practices by “giving back to society”. Thus, 
inclusion can be employed as a medium giving a human face to economic relations and 
advertising the positive effects of the free market. Some of ChickenShed’s agents, questioned 
informally as part of this research, seem aware of these paradoxical reconciliations of interest 
(conversation with education officer and other members of the company’s National Development 
Programme, at the theatre’s foyer right before the premiere of Globaleyes, 19 April 2005). They 
claim that as long as sponsors do not interfere with their artistic practice, the purpose of serving 
inclusion is achieved. They feel angry at not having the option of doing otherwise. They argue 
that bringing inclusive excellence to the widest possible public needs many resources and claim 
that they would not have to go to the corporations if the government offered them “statutory 
funding”. By this they mean permanent Arts Council funding, but by using the term “statutory” 
they voice a complaint about the lack of state support that could ensure the survival of socially 
worthy projects such as inclusive arts, and their protection against compromises to the market. 
Despite their subtle raising of concern and dreams of state support for the arts, ChickenShed 
managers continue to draw policies bringing together the community with its cultural values and 
the market with its economic values. An example of such an uneasy alliance includes the picture 
of a child from the company’s outreach programme, using her wheelchair to parade down Pall 
Mall in the Queen’s Jubilee, sporting a t-shirt courtesy of Whitbread with the slogan “Helping
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young people live life to the full” {Wemeyou, 2003, p. 10). There are both benefits and losses 
from New Labour’s narrow conceptualisation of inclusion as “political inclusiveness... construed 
in terms of waged work” (Levitas, 1998, p. 128), and ChickenShed’s ideal of participation in 
artistic work displayed to the many through sponsorship of the few.
ChickenShed’s managerial practice and schemes of corporate arts partners raise critical alarm. I 
argue that the cultural levelling of arts organisations such as ChickenShed with hegemonic 
practice is problematic. The company’s philosophy and pedagogic work bear similarities to New 
Labour’s Third Way ideology, invented to address “conflicts which might otherwise lead to 
division” (Levitas, 1998, p. 176). Allowing only a restricted space for disabled people to have a 
voice, thus entering what Habermas sees as an empowering dialogue, is not enough to create a 
counter-hegemonic culture since “(it) gives too little recognition to the structures of power within 
which the discussion takes place” (Levitas, 1998, p. 176). Proponents of inclusive arts may need 
to consider their relation to Third Way hegemony; to consider whether they really wish to 
become synonyms of a politely unquestioning, political correctness that is economically efficient, 
(profitable even) and socially integrative. Inclusive arts practitioners may need to think whether 
equality is served merely by persuading the non-disabled to help the disabled people, without 
further possibility for subverting the structure of ability in total. Important work that is being 
done by inclusive arts sites cannot be dismissed, since some degree of equality is indeed 
accomplished, especially through dance communication (as I demostrate in Chapter 6 of the 
thesis). However, the limits to inclusion imposed by the nature of current politics and market 
principles must be addressed. As Levitas claims, the idea of inclusion needs to be radicalised so 
it can once more provide the basis for challenging the exclusionist system itself. A radical 
concept of inclusion prompts radical social action.
Concluding Part One, I now turn my focus to an illustration of performative but equally political 
strategies expressed through dance and offering alternative social imagination. ChickenShed’s 
tactics are examined in how they address conflicts in defence of an inclusive status quo. In New 
Shed Inc. dance practice becomes a medium students employ to question their realities and come 
up with different options. Fart Two investigates the extent in which inclusive dance practice 
helps individuals explore alternative relations between them. Offering practical examples, 
inclusive dance pedagogy is theorised as a way to distribute a critical ability for participants to 
negotiate the conditions of their participation in dance. While I acknowledge that the pervasive 
political and economic framework, in which inclusive arts operate, in itself excludes the
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possibility of an equal society, I proceed to study dance as a platform capable of inventing new 
social and political constructions made to the measurements of the creative participants. Despite 
my bleak assessment on the limitations of the ideology of inclusion that I have been practising, I 
want to mobilise optimistic insight from the critical pedagogy of Giroux to reaffirm the 
significance of inclusive dance as cultural practice.
which does not simply tell the students how to think or what to believe, but 
provides the conditions for a set of ideological and social relations which 
engender diverse possibilities for students to produce rather than simply acquire 
knowledge, as part of a broader attempt to produce the conditions necessary for 
either the existing society or a new and more democratic social order.
Giroux, 1993, p.3 8.
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PART TWO: PERFORMED REALISATIONS AND DANCE- 
BASED ANALYSIS OF EMBODIED AGENCY
CHAPTER 5
INSTANCES OF INCLUSION/EXCLUSION IN CHICKENSHED’S DANCE 
WORKSHOPS
Fart Two analyses individual performances that negotiate and challenge inclusive pedagogy. 
Chapters 5, 6 and 7 stress that participants are not passive towards, what I perceive to be, 
conformist settings within ChickenShed. This argument counters some of the pessimism of my 
ideological critique with positive indications that agents are active in the pursuit of alternative 
cultural agendas; no matter how restrained they are by symbolic and material power. Dance 
participants emerge as subjects to and subjects o f power, who have the tools, tactics and will to 
produce new realities. I turn to dance practice seeking examples of creative agency to test out, 
rebuke or refine the hypotheses of Fart One. Dance ethnographer Ness writes, however, that 
dance analysis should not objectify the practice of dance but be consciously aware of the 
irregularities, differences and chasms that emerge from it, and which render all theoretical 
hypotheses ultimately imperfect and révisable (1996, p.253).
By focusing on dance practice I ground phenomena of inclusion/exclusion in specific, personal 
characteristics and everyday material circumstances. Needs, desires and identities expressed in 
dance can be different to the social categories theorised in Fart One. Inclusive dance can be 
studied not only as part of a neoliberal ideology but also as a practice where more democratic and 
participatory opportunities can materialise. Chapter 5 shows how the participation of disabled 
agents challenges the mode of inclusive dance tuition. Chapter 6 discusses ChickenShed’s 
outreach group NewShed Inc. as a space where subtle operations and alterations to the inclusive 
discourse appear; specific to the production and reception of dance. Chapter 7 refers to alterity 
as a component of inclusive dance aesthetics, which surfaces unpredictably and confronts 
powerfully any meanings that are imposed externally upon dance movement.
Danced agencies resist being interpreted as mere illustrations of a straightforward relation 
between power-full and power-less individuals or groups, mainly because dance produces 
different types of knowledge and power. The holders and users of dance knowledge are diverse 
and variable depending on the circumstances, the umque features of the site and time of their
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practice. Although Part One offers a range of social meanings of inclusion and its cultural 
principles, P art Two analyses how these principles are changed both at the level of the individual 
and according to the distinct organising principles of dance. It accounts for the ways inclusive 
principles position dancing subjects, as well as how dance practice can create the possibility of 
change in their positioning. As Ness argues, building the possibility of change into the analytic 
model can perhaps insure that
researchers do not impose preconceived interpretative scenarios onto the dance 
practices studied, but rather observe for ... the processes by which culturally 
different dance meanings are conveyed.
Ness, in Morris, 1996, pp 255-256.
Disabled dancer Bill Shannon cautions about the spectator’s “projected narratives” onto disabled 
performance. He argues that explanations of agency may not be accurate:
where the observer sees struggle the disabled individual might be experiencing 
ease. Where the observer sees ease the disabled performer might be experiencing 
struggle.
Bill Shannon, www.virtualprovocateur.com.
hi P art Two I do not aim for an abstract explanation but refer to lived and shared experiences and 
wherever possible incorporate explanations offered by the participants themselves. The objective 
is to challenge ChickenShed’s and my personal narratives of inclusion that project ease, 
conformity and cohesion where in practice there can be signs of difficulty, problem-solving and 
difference. Ness argues that there are means to discover cultural difference in dance that 
originates from a subjective/reflexive understanding
gained via the author’s appreciation of and careful attention to body movements, 
embodied knowledge, and/or lived experience
Ness, in Morris, 1996, pp 266.
Appropriating the work of Giroux (1993, 1997) and McLaren (1999), Part Two foregrounds the 
ways in which students’ and my own bodily participation in inclusive dance produce new forms 
of cultural knowledge. Although choreographic inclusion is important, it cannot be celebrated as 
a victory against social exclusion when it does not correspond to the lived realities outside the 
classroom, studio or theatre. By the same token, instances of embodied cultural inclusion are 
extremely useful in terms of their utopian but also very material capacities of permitting and 
legitimising alternative personal and collective actions.
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Finally, my embodied ethnography refers back to a theory of agency that can also address any 
social patterns observable in the dance practice. Any emerging meaningful patterns are analysed 
contextually and not according to political or educational dogma, so that power is rendered 
transparent at all times. Giroux (1993, 1997) and McLaren (1999) provide key concepts towards 
a discourse of performative agency and ideology for change, which recognises that the issue is 
not the existing patterns between subject positions but exactly how the participants embody them 
and negotiate them within “a geography of desire, affect and rationality” (Giroux, 1993, p.77). At 
the same time, as Giroux argues, critical sensitivity should be applied to the analysis of my own 
and other individuals’ cultural and political location (1993, p.77). Linking agency and structure, I 
propose an alternative ontology for inclusion: one that is based on dance as an embodied 
dialectics between individuals and groups as “producers of meaning within already existing fields 
of representation and practices” (Giroux, 1997, p.87). Linking dance studies with critical 
pedagogy my task is not merely to analyse inclusive dance for its dominant ideology or its 
inadvertently subversive outcomes, but to value the sum of the practices, skills and knowledge it 
produces and mobilise them in the cultural production of a new ideology and bodily experience of 
inclusion; with repercussions for a range of dance curricula and aesthetics.
5.1 Problematic Realisations during Inclusive Dance Tuition
In this section, I describe dance-related realisations of the meanings embodied in ChickenShed’s 
practice. My analysis draws from McLaren’s interdisciplinary approach in Schooling as a Ritual 
Performance (1999), which combines critical sociology, symbolic anthropology and performance 
studies. My ethnographic description is inspired by his research on the symbolic dimensions of 
the hidden curriculum and how these are enacted and challenged by the bodies of social agents. 
Fieldnotes from ChickenShed’s dance workshop (July 2003) present the context of bodily 
realisations:
The company’s dance director welcomed everyone and said that the workshop 
was intended to offer a glimpse into what is an inclusive dance workshop. She 
then sat on the floor and introduced the associate dance director who was going 
to lead a movement warm-up, as the ‘usual way to start’. The associate director 
took over and asked the group to relax. As she was saying those words I noticed 
group support leaders spreading around the room and placing themselves 
discreetly in proximity to certain individuals, with apparent physical disabilities 
(youth member in wheelchair, boy with learning disability). Without speaking 
aloud but more by using a whispered encouragement they appeared to be
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facilitating those members in finding relaxing positions for their bodies. 
Simultaneously, the leader was instructing the group to let go either by lying on 
the floor, or by reclining, relaxing the head and the shoulders, or by curling up 
and dropping the neck and spine. As I chose to lie on the floor I was no longer 
able to look at how the majority of members were adapting the instructions to 
their bodies. But from what I could perceive from the people next to me, they 
seemed to be either engaged in mirroring other people’s postures consciously 
(with eyes open and heads turning and lifted to the direction of others) or closing 
their eyes and trying to find the most comfortable position for them. I have to 
say, it was not necessarily the disabled members who were mirroring. Next to 
me was the boy with learning difficulties, whom I had noticed earlier and who 
looked very familiar and comfortable with the proceedings. With his eyes 
closed, his head dropped inwards towards his chest and his arms resting 
weightless on the floor, he looked completely relaxed so I tried to mirror him. 
The leader -  who was performing the tasks simultaneously along with everybody 
else -  instructed us to feel the contact of our body parts to the floor, or to the 
chair for those who ‘are sitting’, and then to breath and focus on the breathing.
Field notes, July 2003.
ChickenShed’s dance workshops offer whole group movement warm-ups designed to “establish 
the beginnings of a vocabulary both delivered by the teacher and discovered by the students 
themselves” (summer school’s 2003 distributed documents on dance warm-ups and their aims). 
Descriptive language is promoted as the appropriate way of articulating movement tasks allowing 
individuals to adapt the core principles of the instructions and interpret the aim of each exercise 
through their knowledge of their body. In this bodily context of individual adaptation and 
discovery, focus becomes less of an authoritative instrument for establishing communicative 
patterns and setting inclusive relationships (as was shown in Chapter 4) and more of a tool for 
isolation, self-awareness and individual motivation. However, the relationship between teacher- 
led deliveiy and individual realisation is neither an automatic nor an unproblematic one. Within 
ChickenShed’s instructional process, focus is very much delivered in a top-to-bottom fashion. 
The implicit pedagogic purpose is not so much to facilitate individual physicalisation as for the 
leader to create comfortable and consensual situations where individuals feel safe and are enabled 
to physicalise with others. The leader encourages but also controls individual motivation. Her 
body, set as a visual model in front of other bodies, realises an agency of authority. She 
facilitates differentiation, in the way she suggests relaxation can be adapted for wheelchair users, 
but from where she stands she cannot monitor it closely or give any personalised feedback. 
ChickenShed’s associate dance director leading the movement warm-up facilitated individuals to 
explore physical sensations in an open and inclusive manner upon which no one is to be judged. 
However, the seemingly neutral vocabulary she used is tied to characteristics of the majority of 
participants rather than individual differences.
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CandoCo’s Foundation course for disabled dancers and Coventry University’s research project 
Body Realities: Strategies for Inclusion in Dance in HE (2004-2005, quoted in Whatley, 2007) 
address the problematics of individual access to and adaptation of common training content/goals. 
CandoCo’s inclusive approach proposes a teaching strategy conceived to bridge the gap - which I 
observed in ChickenShed’s workshop - between the leader/tutor’s provided stimulus and the 
dancer’s individual realisation of it. Susie Cox, the course’s director, argues for the creation of a 
new role within inclusive dance settings: that of “Dance Support Specialist” (DSS), working as 
interface between tutors and students (Cox, 2007, p.24). She states that technique is a core 
component of the course allowing students to “have a language that they could use and recognise 
in other dance environments” (2007, p.24). Cox admits that existing dance technique is not 
accessible or familiar to the disabled students. For that reason, the course develops the role of 
DSS involving trained dancers who apply their knowledge of dance technique to “translate” and 
work towards the implementation of technical requirements in and by the body of individual 
dancers.
Through knowing how a certain step should be executed the DSS could break it 
down for the student as required; through an internal understanding of the 
intention behind the movement, they could assist the students in identifying a 
way to adapt to their needs whilst retaining the core aims of the exercise.
Cox, 2007, p.24.
I would argue that the conception of, what appears to be a “dance/movement translator” can be 
helpful in addressing some of the problems of working with a range of abilities, such as the one I 
am identifying within ChickenShed’s workshops. However, this concept and role are newly 
created and not tested adequately for any potential shortcomings; as for instance, what I see as the 
danger of imposing the translator’s own biases and assumptions (perhaps already unconsciously 
present in Cox’s discourse) on how a certain step “should be executed” (instead of how it could 
be). I suggest that as long as the translator comes from the mainstream dance culture rather than 
being a member of the other or of both cultures, then problematic inclusive leadership can extend 
to problematic inclusive translation. In any case, to be a good translator one needs to be fluent in 
both languages, and for that to occur more training, intercultural exposure and dialogue are
Whatley’s research also points to the importance of Learning Support Assistants (LSAs) in “setting up 
mechanisms for dialogues and learning agreements, for preparation, follow-up, and translation (2007, 
p.8). She defines translation as adaptation “to provide the same or equally positive sensation ... rather than 
reproduce the same visual form and aesthetic outcome. Encouraging students to identify what an exercise is 
for, recognising that the information is the same even if the felt sensation and physical outcome is different 
for each individual dancer, based as it is on each individual dancer s body (2007, p. 13).
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needed. Nevertheless, CandoCo’s approach looks promising in the sense that it makes explicit 
the need to articulate alternative interpretations and, therefore, new understandings of existing 
dance and movement vocabulary. Cox affords analytical attention to the idea of “an internal 
understanding” of the intention behind the movement, and makes this “core aim” the focus of the 
translation/adaptation. Thus, according to this type of instruction, it is not so much the movement 
itself but the individual “intention of acting” to realise movement, which deserves creative 
attention and inclusive support.
Going back to ChickenShed’s own instructional tactics, a similar focus on the ‘feeling’ of the 
movement can be remarked: “The leader asked us to move our bodies where the breath takes us 
By saying that, the leader did not impose a unique performance of her instruction. She chose a 
phrase that translates aptly the aim of movement into words. “She asked us not to copy but follow  
how our bodies feel inside'\ The use of a language of bodily intuition, reflecting the ethos and 
valuing of feeling, is something that characterises ChickenShed’s inclusive approach. It offers an 
alternative to what its founders perceive as a rationalised and statistical labeling in many policies 
and implementations of educational integration in the past.'°^ Nonetheless, the ‘valuing of 
feeling’ approach has significant limitations in the inclusion it achieves. I argue that the 
vocabulary of feeling is not recognised and understood by all members equally. To people who 
have been exposed to various paradigms of dance training, it can be recognisable almost instantly 
as a terminology inspired by release-based or Humphrey’s technique. For instance, it was known 
to me that there are specific properties (muscular and skeletal) internal to my body, which permit 
me to control and perform aspects of relaxation, contraction and extension, fall and suspension. 
This is not however a knowledge that was available to all participants, according to field 
observation;
I could see who was a dancer and who was not, by the way they were relaxing 
their bodies, closing their eyes, being oblivious to others around them, 
concentrating on their bodies. The boy with learning difficulties seemed like he 
knew what he was doing; he appeared like he had done it before. Other disabled 
and non-disabled members around me where looking around them rather 
uncomfortably. They looked like they did not know exactly what to do, waiting 
for the next task to be announced or for one of the group support leaders to come 
and help them.
Field notes, July 2003.
see Howarth (1987), and Gilbert and Hart (1990) for a bureaucratic approach on integration within 
school settings.
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In every inclusive workshop there exist members who have differentiated anatomical 
characteristics or who do not possess an anatomical knowledge of their body, irrespective of 
whether they have a disability or not. There are also individuals, who are not used to being 
physical, paying attention to their bodily sensations or to contact with other bodies. These 
members do not have a uniform understanding of what it means or what it looks like to move 
where the breath takes you. The dance leader in ChickenShed’s workshop encouraged 
individuals to move according to principles of release that were verbalised and addressed to 
everybody. She did not however explain the principles of the technique letting individuals 
discover how these principles work in their bodies. She directed individual responses through a 
verbal (teacher-led) delivery;
The leader asked us to relax the head and lean against a part o f our body, cradle 
our head in our arms, or legs. She was simultaneously enacting the descriptions 
herself.
Field notes, July 2003.
CandoCo’s Foundation Course for disabled dancers, appears to make another improvement in 
regards to what I think was an unequal distribution within ChickenShed’s practice. Aware that 
somatic approaches often can complement and hone in the principles of contemporary dance 
technique, the course offers additional skills in physiotherapy, pilâtes and yoga (Cox, 2007, p.26). 
This seems like an alternative way to tackle disparities in the dancers’ body knowledge and 
experience. Alternative techniques can help to introduce dancers to concepts such as breathing 
and relaxation, so that they can feel less inclined to take the short-cut of copying/mirroring 
without reflecting on the movement and its mechanisms for themselves. However, the nature and 
agenda of the specific ChickenShed workshop under scrutiny, is admittedly different to 
CandoCo’s vocational training course. Issues of pace, time and available resources contribute 
decisively to the addition, or not, of elaborated explanations and expanded opportunities for 
adaptation of the taught material. Within the workshop settings that I observed, ChickenShed’s 
dance leader did not to explain the exact internal qualities of release-based movement to all 
members of the workshop. In my opinion, it is perhaps too much to ask of one person delivering 
to a whole group of people, and it is the pedagogic strategy chosen by the company rather than 
individual tactics of implementation that should be revised. One also has to recognise that not all 
members would be interested or mature enough to want to study movement material in the 
inquisitive manner that I suggest. Experienced practitioners, like the dancers of CandoCo 
Company, often see this as an unavoidable reality of educational dance practice. In an interview
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with Jo Parkes (author of the curriculum of People Moving, dancers Stine Nelson and Jiirg Koch 
suggest that sometimes younger students “just want to copy”; undoubtedly as process within 
learning (2003, p.22). It is difficult for inexperienced participants to understand that not being 
told exactly what to do is part of the creative process of teaching and learning dance. But offering 
critical explanations while encouraging physical involvement using evocative description, at 
least, could give students the option of learning to understand the process of individual creativity 
in dance. They could then fully develop and perform on the basis of this learning as they grow 
more mature and wish to challenge themselves and their limits (Parkes, 2003, pp.22-23). It has to 
be said though, that it is not only Chicken Shed that falls short of thinking effectively about the 
challenges of adapting movement for a variety of different physicalities and needs. Despite the 
advancements made by CandoCo’s foundation course, I am perplexed by Cox’s admission that 
the company chooses to employ DSS only in vocational (disability-focused) settings and not 
during their inclusive workshops.
The role of DSS does not exist within CandoCo’s regular education work. In 
these workshops the emphasis is directed towards an artistic experience through 
inclusive teaching, rather than on one to one supported training. The company is 
keen to retain this focus in that work, in its belief that true inclusion is possible.
Cox, 2007, p.26.
However, by creating such a distinction between inclusion in vocational and inclusion in 
educational goals, CandoCo is at risk of maintaining hierarchies within dance pedagogy and 
practice that ultimately do not expand the horizon or enable the experiences of disabled and non­
disabled participants. My rationale in objecting to CandoCo’s idea is the following: if disabled 
participants are not offered equal opportunities to explore the creative options and challenging 
adaptations that form the art of dance and choreography, how can we expect them to develop an 
interest in dance and become professionals in the future? Reducing the students’ chances of 
exploring dance within educational contexts can result in lack of dance expertise, lack of 
confidence in performing, and ultimately in the perpetuation of the category of “disability” within 
the vocational dance sector and the assumptions of dance audiences.
ChickenShed’s pedagogy in theory does not differentiate between its provision of inclusive arts, 
inclusive education and inclusive training (BTEC). Disability as a categoiy is absent in both of 
the company’s vocational and educational discourses. However, with CandoCo, there is an 
emphasis on disability as a stimulus for creative problem-solving within professional training but
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less within educational work. I suggest that, in regards to how they conceptualise inclusion, both 
organisations are short of a consistent definition/ontology for alternative dance and body 
knowledge, as well as for thinking about equality in every learning environment. ChickenShed 
possesses a total theory of inclusion that falls short of acknowledging individual difference, 
whilst CandoCo develops a toolbox in dealing with disability contextually and within the realm of 
the individual body but fails to subvert its existing meanings and unequal realisations in dance 
discourse in general. I propose that a different route to integration is needed with a pedagogy that 
is constant and critically committed to equality in all ranges of artistic, educational and 
professional opportunities for disabled dancers working with non-disabled dancers.
At this point, 1 try to articulate elements of an alternative pedagogy of inclusion by going back to 
my ethnographic experience. I continue analysing the effects of what I see as an insufficient 
theorisation and problematic relationship with otherness, which in turn open up possibilities for 
new conceptualisations. As demonstrated, ChickenShed’s dance workshops teach common 
movement material to people who are anatomically different and who have different educational 
backgrounds and learning styles or learning difficulties. Inclusive leaders try to achieve common 
tuition of common goals but they do not articulate the aims of dance material to all. Instead they 
appear to deliver verbal instructions that intend to help individuals achieve the look/style of 
dance’s technical aims. Dancers Nelson and Koch agree that it is sometimes useful to integrated 
processes to “describe the movement from an audience point of view” since the “perceived 
aspects” of a movement are more easily communicated than internal or anatomical qualities 
(2003, p.26).'°’ Although those ideas, bom out of committed practice, are respected for their 
insight, attention should be drawn to the risk of making individual expressions obey the logic of 
the holder of the gaze. It sometimes helps to think about describing what a movement looks like, 
argue Nelson and Koch (2003, p.26), but adopting the idea of 'how things look to others ’ as the 
principal paradigm of dance training is problematic. Conforming to some common concept of 
how an individual sensation translates visually can be limiting, not least for dancers who are
In this endeavour of course I am not alone. Susan Norwood, who designed the accredited professional 
training course for the Anjali Dance Company, outlines very significant prerequisites for an integrated 
pedagogy geared towards the professional development of learning disabled dancers. She argues for a 
consideration of the concept of equality (in all learning platforms), breaking it down to specific 
components: “access to an equal opportunity to contribute within any given creative process, a structure 
that actively supports different learning styles, and the use of a common language” (Norwood, 2007,
p.22).
It can be argued that specific disabilities may involve a lack of inner bodily consciousness and, in that 
case, motor learning can enable dancers and contribute to an alteration in how they experience movement 
consciousness. For evidence of this changed consciousness see how Paula claims her dance as free-to­
me” movement (Chapter 7, p. 187)
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visually impaired. It separates the body from the mind and emphasises objective scrutiny as the 
legitimate pathway to knowledge. Inclusive dance that fails to challenge the omniscience of the 
gaze can produce patterns of objectification of the body, and especially the disabled body, as I 
discuss in Chapter 7.
If the need to conform to an externally perceived body-image proves problematic for the 
inclusion of different physicalities, one can only begin to imagine what verbal descriptions and 
the need to respond to their instructions actually involve for students with hearing impairments. 
ChickenShed’s policy states its commitment to training staff in the use of British Sign Language 
and most of the leaders have a basic knowledge of Makaton signing, which is frequently 
displayed in their stage productions, both as interpreting and as part of the creative movement and 
mime material. However, I have never experienced a ChickenShed workshop or rehearsal that 
modeled simultaneous use of BSL and language for the hearing as a way to deliver an inclusive 
dance class. During the ChickenShed’s Christmas show in 2003 I met at least three children and 
youth theatre members with hearing impairments. In our informal discussions, they explained 
that they had learned the choreography for their respective groups mainly by copying movement, 
lip-reading instructions and through occasional access to one or two BSL interpreters who 
happened to be present during their rotas’ rehearsals (unstructured conversations and biographical 
accounts offered by two female Deaf members of the cast, December 2002 and January 2003).
In the dance workshop observed, there was no way for me to identify any Deaf students present. 
There was no signing on behalf of the directors at the front and no signing activity in the groups 
settling in the beginning of the session. Nevertheless,
After the end of the workshop and as the students were making their way out 
chatting to one another, I saw two youth members signing to each other, with one 
of them making simultaneous use of the English spoken language. I remembered 
meeting them before; they were experienced members of the company’s Youth 
Theatre and they had no considerable difficulty with processing verbal 
information and responding to movement cues by others. I had not even noticed 
them; they must have been at the back (one of them was the same Deaf performer 
I had met during the company’s Christmas show).
Field notes, July 2003.
The workshop failed to offer me any insight as to how exactly these two members were able to 
participate in the common tasks without drawing attention to themselves. The traces of their 
efforts had been completely erased by the instructional process. In fitting them into the general
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activity, all nuances relating to their social and individual identities were made irrelevant to the 
common process. The aim of the workshop was inclusive artistic communication through dance 
but this was not enough to reveal how creative contributions were produced during the practice. 
All the pragmatic processes, the choices and the critical content of their performances were 
removed from the common pedagogic text. Disabled scholar Brenda Jo Brueggemann makes this 
type of communication problematic as an “audist” and exclusionist approach, an approach aimed 
at “passing” in the dominant culture.'®* When dance becomes the means for cultural 
normalisation, for adapting and functioning according to pre-established rules, then it loses its 
potential to be used as new culture and new language. Inclusive dance could be more than a way 
of making Deaf students “literate” in inclusive performance. Brueggemann condemns the 
“violence of strong-text literacy” that reduces education for the Deaf to the learning of limited 
communicative skills (2001, p. 121). When ChickenShed restricts the dance training of its Deaf 
participants to a transmission of basic skills, amenable to uniform participation for the eyes of 
spectators, dance resembles yet another form of closed-text literacy rather than an expressive and 
open-ended process. Nonetheless, the Deaf students learn to negotiate the dance workshop for 
self-affirmation by, for example, sticking together and helping each other. Unfortunately, non- 
Deaf students do not get to benefit from seeing how these tactical negotiations take place. The 
education is restricted for both categories, and includes them both in exclusion from each other.
The field notes reveal how I assumed the Deaf participants to be experienced in inclusion. The 
belief in their inclusive expertise, and thus in the efficiency of inclusive dance to integrate 
differences successfully, was founded on the simple fact of seeing them do things with the rest of 
the group. Within what McLaren calls a “moral economy”, ChickenShed’s dance codes promote 
the achievability of inclusion; according to which “doing is believing” (the terminology belongs 
to McLaren’s critique of a Catholic school’s moral economy (1999, p. 133). The company’s 
educational workshops make it explicit that theirs is a culture of doing, where everyone should be 
“enabled to input in practice ... rather than any long protracted debate” (extract from document 
accompanying a physical movement workshop entitled Open and Closed Doors addressed mainly 
to outreach trainees, February 2005). Belief in the achievability of inclusion within the workshop 
was not based so much on cognitive-critical mechanisms than on a felt conviction that since we 
are all able to move together no one was being excluded. The felt or kinaesthetic relationships 
with other members during the workshop are of course not to be dismissed. They contribute
'* “Passing” according to Brueggemann is the restricted enculturation of the deaf into the hearing culture 
(in Wilson and Lewiecki-Wilson, 2001, p.l25).
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without a doubt to a process much more humanising than that of segregating dance practices 
according to preconceived body-type and level of ability. But as McLaren suggests they can also 
be a "fiction", another imagined representation of the world as it looks like rather than as it is 
being made up by human agents (1999, p. 128). While critical engagement with how others 
construct their reality and practice allows for de-construction of the fictions regarding them, 
emotive/artistic frameworks of common humanity binding everyone in a common fiction do not. 
When students do not learn to see and value the ways individuals tackle the culture that was made 
without them in mind, they can assume that theirs is a culture for all. There are definite dangers 
in people not being able to see how society and culture assign individuals in strategic locations 
and how these locations are defended, opposed or transformed.
5.2 Embodiments of Difference
Definitions of individual performances as confident, extrovert, quiet and shy, favoured by 
ChickenShed’s inclusive methodology are incapable of rendering strategic locations and strategic 
embodied choices meaningful. They are employed to illustrate the interchangeability of 
emotional characteristics across social categories. Their use negates the social, material and 
institutional realities that have initially attributed those qualities to certain individuals. They 
foreclose possibilities to rationalise the circumstances that make those individuals behave in this 
or that way and thus can be seen to foreclose the possibilities left to categorised subjectivities for 
resisting the descriptions and assumptions of others.
During a different ChickenShed workshop, focusing on physical movement-based group 
improvisation (attended in 2005), adult trainee participants and youth theatre members were 
encouraged to enact a role-play on the diversity that can be encountered in an inclusive 
environment.
The members were instructed that most of the group should take the parts of 
accepting and willing workshop participants, while a small number were given 
roles or emotions that they should display (or not display) during the devising 
process for the final group piece. The leader of this exercise took care in 
clarifying that ‘these are not meant to be stereotypes of any children/young adults 
but are feelings or thoughts which we would have all probably felt at certain 
times’.
Open and Closed Doors workshop material and field notes, February 2005.
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Diversity is thus not defined as expression of different habitus and individual agencies to be 
understood as consequences of differential social and cultural positioning, but as a diversity of 
human feelings that is to be taken as a general natural/biological fact of life, shared by everyone 
and therefore not subject to critical analysis. ChickenShed’s pedagogy pins hope on a basic 
understanding of difference, recognition of majority attitudes of cultural acceptance and on an 
inclusive functionality. But by doing so it confuses causes with effects and sees diversity as the 
sum of personalised emotional symptoms. The relevant workshop’s literature spells out what are 
believed to be the causes that challenge inclusive behaviour, the feelings or thoughts we are all 
meant to think. These are:
Why?
What about doing this and this and...
Look at her; did you see Eastenders last night?
I don’t want to communicate.
I don’t want to show this to everyone.
I want to stop people from being good cos I’m no good.
Open and Closed Doors workshop material, February 2005.
The leaders advised the participants who opted for acting out those attitudes:
‘don’t tell others why you are feeling like that, but just perform according to how 
you feel’. During the two hours of the workshop I observed members willingly 
and consciously acting out the suggested roles. Some of them (adult non­
disabled trainees) chose to indulge in an unobtrusive if idiosyncratic practice 
made up by affected tantrums, bad-tempered facial and gestural behaviour and 
unwillingness to join in group activity as soon as they were asked to. But after a 
while those role-players stopped enacting the scenario of difference and returned 
to their habitual frame, so they could benefit from the rest of the training on 
offer. Their role-play and physical performance looked contrived and reduced to 
caricature behaviour. At the end of the workshop, discussion took place, rather 
briefly, concerning the ways groups tried to accommodate the naughty and 
unruly and a number of strategies from the company’s methodology were 
pointed at as tools to improve group dynamics. Adult practitioners stated that 
they gained insight into ‘what it feels to be a moody teenager’, while others said 
that they had a taste of ‘how people respond differently to a task’.
Field notes, February 2005.
It was, however, during that same role-play that another type of performance took place. One of 
the participants who chose to take on the role of difference was Kate, a disabled graduate student 
from the company’s BTEC course; a young woman in her mid-twenties. She is a competent user 
of an automated wheelchair that incorporates a sophisticated computer translating her typed signs 
into spoken English (the same experienced performer of company productions discussed in 
Chapter 4). She might have done so, manipulating to her interests the inclusive task, seizing an 
opportunity to perform and individualise her disability; a categoiy that outside ChickenShed
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actually classifies individuals not according to their personal emotional traits or moods but 
according to medical diagnoses and social assumptions. As disabled dancer Bill Shannon argues, 
in the perception of the general public the condition of disability arrives before the details of 
one’s individuality and individuals are superseded by their condition.'®^ In his street dance 
practice. Shannon performs acts and movements using his crutches, which are not a result of his 
disability but the result of his creative agency as a performer in control of his own representation 
(www.virtualprovocateur.com). In the case of Kate’s performance there is no way for me to be 
sure about how she felt or what she thought in playing naughty, as there was no workshop time 
given to her to rationalise her behaviour and motivation or for sharing what she learned through 
the experience. When I asked her casually what she thought about the role-play she replied the 
following: “I like being naughty and others chasing me around”. Given that Kate does not 
behave like that usually, it is not unfounded to assume that her behaviour during the workshop 
was a tactical choice, a conscious performance. That is what her performance of naughtiness 
looked like:
Kate was moving in opposite direction from the group’s formations, staying in 
the outskirts of the activity and making laughing noises that attracted attention.
She was turning her back to others and in general doing everything in an over- 
the-top manner, challenging the rest of the members who were running after her, 
trying to include her in the group.
Field notes, February 2005.
Kate looked immersed in her performance wholeheartedly; attempting physical activities, such as 
moving her chair at great speed and bumping into others. The non-disabled members did not take 
risks in their performance, perhaps fearing that it would defeat the purpose of the inclusive 
training. Kate produced a self-generated representation of the embodied tactics which can be 
characteristic of a performance of resistance. Nobody is in a position to deny her creative input, 
the conscious decisions she took in performing the part of someone who, for once, did not want to 
be included. But no one in the workshop, except perhaps the one or two non-disabled support 
trainees who went after her trying to bring her back to the group, engaged in an effort to 
understand her actions and intentions. This can render her self-generated text marginal and the 
life behind the role-play ignored. At the same time this is being incorporated into the bigger 
scheme of action. Thomas Couser argues that
’ For instance, when a blind man falls against a ledge, observers assume be does so because of his 
blindness. They do not imagine be can be drunk in fact (from the artist s website,
www.virtualprovocateur.com/wbatiswbat).
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Even when people have limited powers to determine the policies or language that 
shape their lives they still create their experience beyond the limits of exclusion.
In Wilson and Lewiecki-Wilson, 2001, p.89.
Deshae Lott, herself a disabled woman and educator, offers another perspective to the efforts of 
the disabled performer. She writes that personal empowerment should not always draw excess 
attention to its process (in Wilson, Lewiecki-Wilson, 2001, p. 135). In that sense, a personalised 
and person-generated empowerment indeed takes place within ChickenShed’s inclusive practice. 
By not making a case of the disabled woman’s role-play, the leaders avoid raising cultural 
curiosity in other members. From the disabled person’s standpoint, this is not always a bad thing. 
Trying to normalise the efforts of disabled people by “construing them as arduous or valorous” 
for instance, is a much worse inclusive tactic claims Lott (2001, p. 137). Exaggerated emphasis 
on the disabled student’s action choices can contribute too easily to the reproduction of dominant 
cultural assumptions such as "intelligence despite impairment”, or "higher motivation due to 
impairment". Lott resents the “verbally effusive” public praise she had received during her 
schooling and alerts to the fact that highlighting the cognitive skills of a disabled person might in 
reality mean accepting the stereotype that equals physical impairment to mental incompetence 
(2001, p. 137). ChickenShed workshop leaders did not employ any linguistic strategy to 
normalise the disabled performance, and the disabled politics of self-affirmation were themselves 
embodied and meta-lingual. So no special attention was drawn and no objectification of the 
subjective performance occurred.
Nevertheless, Lott argues that there are pros and cons in raising, as well as in erasing, special 
awareness of the efforts of the disabled people. As a disabled student, Lott learned to value 
spontaneous negotiations between her agency and structures that did not care to acknowledge her 
as an individual. She claims that negotiations should actually involve other students as well, and 
not be just a matter of personal resistance to curricula and teachers. Lott has leamt to value even 
what she calls “exaggerated circumstances” and discomfort since they can help raise others’ 
“disability awareness” (2001, p.I38). My critique here lies in the fact that ChickenShed’s 
workshops do not involve disabled or non-disabled students in any explicit negotiations. 
Conflicts are represented as a matter of temperaments and emotional dispositions and 
relationships as unproblematic. Rough edges are smoothed out by the leaders and group support 
leaders with the subsequent result of not letting students experience changes in their cultural
128
understanding. At the level of the frequently silenced disabled individual, this controlled 
environment offers opportunities for what McLaren terms “bodily insurrection” (1999, p.208). 
The question is whether liminal/performative/dance possibilities, individual styles of sociality and 
gestural resistance can also bring equal critical empowerment to all the participants. Resistance is 
entropie to inclusive symbolic violence, but for small and dispersed personal resistances to be 
able to contest hegemonies in practice, or to even be conceptualised as such, playing safe by the 
inclusive rules of the group may not be enough. It is also not enough for workshop leaders 
simply to allow and incorporate the students’ externalised forms of their lived culture. 
Differences can be confirmed and discussed fruitfully with the rest of the class. Shyness or 
naughtiness can be the raw material of different social identities, different social experiences and 
physical circumstances.
Kate’s performance could be simply a take on being naughty, performed spontaneously. Some of 
the participants could have in fact assumed that she was just being herself. Members cannot be 
accused for these and future misconceptions. It is the workshop structure itself that is responsible 
for not facilitating them to understand bodily performances as negotiations of social space, but 
take them at face value. At this point Lott’s arguments are appropriated to confirm the enacted 
position of the disabled agent observed. According to Lott, being a minority within a dominant 
group such as ChickenShed brings about an “intracultural deviant consciousness”; this means that 
the disabled dancer is able to move from one culture (inclusive dance) to another (disability 
performance) (2001, p. 139). This conscious agency, albeit a product of contact with inclusive 
practices, is often manifesting in confrontational practices, testing the limits of discourse and 
structure to affirm its presence and difference. For Lott, even less constructive responses such as 
the disabled student’s indulgence in her performance of challenge, are valuable in that they 
“ultimately enhance the ability to be a cultural participant” (2001, p. 142). The embodied 
interactions (chasing after, turning away) between the disabled woman and the non-disabled 
female members can be seen as contributing to her practice as an active and interacting learner. 
This emerges as a positive feature of ChickenShed; the physical movement workshop establishes 
patterns of reacting to difference that are not verbalised but physicalised and that aim at 
cooperation through creativity on behalf of both disabled and non-disabled members. In this 
context, the disabled person can participate in and negotiate her position within the group. The 
question then is how much authority is left to the group and the individual to engage in such 
negotiations.
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5.3 Authority as an Obstacle to Inclusion — Alternative Authorships
Dance workshop participants do not achieve a uniform habitus nor do they practice in inclusive 
dance in a uniform way. The ways individuals react to inclusive tuition has to do with the type of 
authority embedded into the educational process itself. Ultimately, acceptance or non-acceptance 
of the messages transmitted is linked to the issue of who authors their meaning and who is 
challenging the dominant authorship. Personal experience in applying inclusive authority has 
afforded me some insights into its ideological functions and biases. Practical teaching 
involvement revealed that members usually resist dance knowledge that is offered to them as a 
reduced set of skills serving a communication predetermined by others. On the contrary they 
favour dance as a cultural interaction the purpose of which is inspired by the unpredictable nature 
of their bodily encounters and authored by the participants, not those who lead them (these claims 
are tested in Chapter 6). At this point, my critique turns to instructional strategies that do not 
acknowledge or refuse critical engagement with individual codes and embodied nuances, thus 
failing to inspire personal commitment and artistic development.
Paula Rees, ChickenShed’s resident writer, had authored a movement activity based on imagery, 
which was part of the Open and Closed Doors workshop (Februaiy, 2005). Paula, who has 
severe cerebral palsy and spina bifida, communicates through the use of head and eye 
movements, as well a through pointing at words and images written on a board. In her 
communication and writing, Paula has been assisted by her late mother and by ChickenShed’s 
director of education. Paula was present at the observed workshop but no communication 
between her and her assistant was witnessed by the participants. The education officer escorted 
Paula to the auditorium where the workshop was taking place. Paula cannot operate her 
wheelchair by herself.
The education officer introduced the activity stating that it is Paula who thought 
of it and wrote it. He made no reference to Paula’s disability or to how she 
communicates and writes. He was looking at her and stood by her side while he 
was delivering the activity. He said that Paula is a ‘very talented writer and 
lyricist’ and also as ‘a mad, crazy woman who tries deliberately to confuse 
people’. He referred to her temperament as being very ‘willful’ and mentioned 
that ‘when Paula does not like something there is no way someone can make her 
do it’. He also described the language that Paula uses as 'strange, weird and 
mystic ’, and that when people first hear it ‘they are confused and amazed because 
it is poetic’. He then started reading from a piece of paper. He said that these 
were ideas and images that Paula imagined and would like to see put into
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movement by the participants. Paula was moving her head to the direction of the 
education officer and as far as I could say, looked alert and engaged.
Members were asked to move around and then to start 'adding Paula’s bits' to 
their movement. The education officer/activity leader asked them to ‘just do it’ 
and to ‘be free’. He asked participants to express through their bodies what they 
were hearing; he started giving a list of verbal stimuli: ‘juddering faces going 
everywhere’, ‘higher thinking’, ‘free loosening’, ‘light and leaning marvel’ and 
‘great findings’. After that, he asked the participants to ‘move around the space 
taking away ‘meaning’, ‘beauty’, ‘higher feelings’, ‘looking eyes’, ‘sound and 
silence’, ‘difference’ and ‘isolation’. All these stimuli were thrown at the 
moving participants at a fast pace resulting in hustle and bustle, obvious 
confusion, laughs and some awkwardness.
In general, the group was quite responsive to the task. After an initial unease 
expressed in lots of scratching, rolling eyes and questions such as ‘what’ and 
‘what’s that?’ individuals started moving at the rhythm of the verbal commands. 
The adult members were more confident in their use of the space and were 
modeling big body shapes for the youngest. Most of the children were copying 
the trainee practitioners with some of them creating their own actions. I noticed 
some of them being completely oblivious to the imagery. For instance the image 
of ‘light and leaning marvel’ did not inspire any physical contact or weight 
sharing amongst members, as I thought it would. Two young boys exchanged a 
karate-like kick when the leader of the activity said ‘flowing hands’. Except for 
this fleeting exchange, there was no other face to face communication between 
the members. The group was moving as a whole in a speedy flowing fashion and 
in circular patterns. Most of the participants made expressive use of their faces 
in response to the image of ‘great findings’; opening their eyes and mouths as in 
surprise and awe. Arms were also used boldly with people tiying to avoid 
collision with those who gesticulated very vividly and were taking up more 
space.
The education officer/activity leader was moving Paula in her wheelchair around 
and she was moving her arms animatedly. At the verbal stimulus of ‘juddering 
faces’ he turned face to face with Paula, while the phrase ‘taking away 
difference’ provoked the vigorous movement of Kate in her power wheelchair. 
She stretched her arms and propelled her body upward, lifting her pelvis fi*om her 
chair and bouncing.
Field notes, February, 2005.
Members’ reactions reveal cognitive, emotional and physical operations interpreting a common 
verbal incitement by individual action. However, none of these individual operations in response 
to Paula’s imagery was discussed or commented upon at the end of the activity. The author of the 
exercise was not asked whether she was happy with the way her ideas were put into practice. 
Given the way Paula’s identity and authorship were introduced from the start, as mystic and 
extraordinary, one could easily assume that communication with Paula was to take place in a 
private realm, where few have access, and that it was not relevant to the group. The critique
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targets here the inclusive authority of the leader of the activity for effacing the disabled 
authorship and production of Paula. Furthermore, his choice to present Paula as someone who 
resists being made to do things can be seen as a device that camouflages the power of his 
authority. The way Paula’s activity was framed by his pedagogic authority excluded any glimpse 
of Paula as someone who is not always subject to dependency. I wonder whether, in the absence 
of his leadership the group would encircle Paula wanting to know more about her, her condition 
and how she communicates. But the inclusive authority seems to shield Paula against such 
negotiations."® She is present in the workshops willing to be included in the practice of teaching 
others how to engage creatively with the world. No matter how restricted, this is something that 
Paula does every day of her life; using her creative agency to negotiate her surroundings, the 
hostile and the welcoming structures around her. However, inclusive pedagogic authority 
chooses to present a finalised product of her creativity, and moreover one that is mediated by 
others.
Authority seeks to facilitate the inclusion of Paula to the group but it gives priority to a functional 
and predetermined role for her to fulfill rather than allowing the details of her agency to emerge 
in interaction with others. Perhaps such engagement with Paula is deemed messy, unpredictable 
and potentially unsafe for inclusion, in the way ChickenShed understands it; as a controlled 
framework of smooth symbolic communication. However, it must be equally acknowledged that 
Paula as a person has every right to establish her self-identity as dependent on others and that she 
can actually benefit from that. As Thomas Postlewait writes; the grounding of the self through 
relation to the “chosen other” is “a common and primary process for all of us in establishing our 
self-identity” (2000, p.268). Postlewait also argues that interpretations of self-willed women as 
dominated by patriarchal authority can be limited in their understanding of female narratives. 
Seeing Paula merely as a ‘victim’ and her dependency upon people as subservience ignores her 
agency and choice to construct her identity and life story in relation to others. My critique of 
ChickenShed’s inclusive practice nonetheless stresses the effects of mediating Paula’s 
representation and of failing to emphasise her role as a constructor of human relationships and a
When Paula visited New Shed Inc. in 2002 members of the outreach seemed veiy intrigued by her. 
However, they did not even approach her. No one told them not to. On the contrary Paula had come to 
observe a workshop on her life-story Life is Good When You Are in It, which was dramatised by the 
company. The aura of pedagogic authority surrounding Paula turned her into an inaccessible and 
immaterial idea-entity rather than revealing her to be a thinking-acting subject.
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creator of meaning. Having others as arbiters of the disabled subject’s life story, appears to be a 
feature of the particular inclusive process under observation.'"
The manner in which Paula is able to express complex ideo-somatic concepts and bodily 
emotions, such as “higher thinking” and “free loosening”, was not granted analytical attention by 
the inclusive practice. Correspondingly, the members’ reverse process of translating verbal 
images into bodily behaviour was not given notice as an essential component of dance creativity. 
The task of group improvisation based on verbal imageiy did not spread awareness of individual 
processes or an understanding of individualised responses to a common stimulus. For example, 
the reasons why the word ‘leaning’ did not inspire leaning against another body, or the decision 
of the two young boys to kick in response to ‘flowing hands’ were not acknowledged by the 
group. Any difficulties, resulting from the use of complex abstract concepts, to the inclusion of 
young participants or those with learning difficulties were also left unaccounted fbr."^ On the 
contrary, what attracted consideration by the leader of the activity and the trainee participants was 
whole group movement in space as a type of ‘collective force for good’. Movement activity as 
collective expression was framed pedagogically from ChickenShed’s leader in order to present a 
universal theme; in this case a preconceived human essence of being able to communicate 
feelings and thoughts, which is assumed to pertain to everyone, disabled or not. However, as 
Susan Norwood -  a practitioner working with learning-disabled dancers -  suggests movement 
direction and group choreography cannot lead to equal engagement and contribution to the 
creative process unless they promote a clarity of understanding so that every participants can feel 
enabled to dance (2007, p.23).
The described movement activity at ChickenShed failed to challenge the dominant cultural 
consciousness of the group. It proved short of addressing the assumption of a common nature 
shared by all members. The specific characteristics of Paula’s corporeality and the strategies that
’"  I have to stress here that in this instance I am applying critical discourse analysis: I provide description 
and analysis of the specific linguistic features at work in the oral workshop activity under study, with the 
specific lexical items and textual devices that the leader used on that specific day/location. My aim is to 
provide interpretation to show that the linguistic features in the delivery of the activity worked to position 
subjects and create relations. I aim to evaluate the inclusivity of the worldview that they promote (see 
Lali and Hinchman, 2001, p.l91). However, I take on a more Foucauldian view of human discourse as 
unpredictable, complex and localised. I therefore, do not assume that there is always a systematic 
intention on behalf of the leader of the activity. I recognise that discourse during workshops can be 
random, idiosyncratic and unpredictable (Lali, 2001, p. 199).
Norwood argues for language used during dance workshops to be opened up to understanding trough 
illustrating its meaning, thereby enabling the learning-disabled dancer to engage with the tangible 
experience of the word” (2007, p.23).
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she constructs in order to create language and communication were excluded by the inclusive 
process. Paula’s lived experience and her embodied practices of knowledge-making, for example 
through pointing at words, looking at people, or moving her eyebrows and head purposefully, 
were not introduced as components of the inclusive workshop but remained external to it; they 
were lost in the inclusive translation offered by the director of education. My critique is meant to 
emphasise thus how disabled identity, even if included in the process, can remain an outsider. 
Similarly, the specific ways in which concrete bodies of the participants acted to express ideas 
and emotions were ignored. All the intimate mental and bodily actions of individual body-minds 
were not given attention in the construction of inclusive movement. How for example one can 
interpret imagery differently from someone else and what motivates their different choices was 
not examined or given thought. Mental choices, creative responses and bodily actions were 
theorised as mystic, poetic and transcendental features of humanity, not the stuff of personal 
labour and individual production of dance. What ChickenShed’s symbolic authority offers here is 
an image of disability and diversity as static and naturalised, paired with a conception of dance 
creativity as automatic and unproblematic. The inclusive improvisational process failed to 
recognise Paula as a subject and agent of dance knowledge. It subsequently failed to identify the 
material positioning; the situated agency of the participants that can generate dance innovation. 
Despite the inclusion of disability as a category, the framing and delivery of Paula’s activity 
resulted in a normative dance practice and an improvisation that failed to push boundaries and 
pose questions regarding different embodiments. Despite ChickenShed’s efforts to find an 
inclusive vocabulary members do not always avoid the discriminatory classification of their own 
discourse. Without wanting to point the finger at individuals, I propose a more critical focus on 
the language used within inclusive learning environments, paying attention to its absences and 
gaps as having powerful political effects."*
At this point my critique accounts for alternative ways to resist static encounters between disabled 
and non-disabled participants. One way would be to set up contexts where the material body is 
active and conscious in creating its cultural identity in relation to a given group/formation. Dance 
improvisation could provide a context where bodies participate in dynamic processes of self- 
affirmation and social rapport (this argument is further elaborated and supported empirically in 
Chapter 6). Symbolic representation of disability should presume competence as a definite 
quality of the individual performer, argues educationalist Douglas Biklen (2000, p.345). This
"* My critique is inspired here by an application of critical discourse analysis in research in education (see 
Rogers, 2004).
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means that the creative process of inclusive dance should also create and enhance contexts for 
experiencing competence. In the observed session of ChickenShed however, Paula’s competence 
as a disabled agent had been silenced and presented as mere incentive for the improvisation of 
others. The way Paula’s activity was delivered to and for the group created a specific context for 
performance; controlled and given meaning by the education officer. The leader, as regulator of 
the context, offered a limited field for dance action. By not referring explicitly to Paula’s creative 
competence to put words together to create meanings that she wishes to see shared, he failed to 
make other people aware of disabled competence. He in fact, had misrepresented Paula’s ability 
to communicate with others in a form invented by herself, as a mysterious and whimsical affair of 
a woman who enjoys “confusing people”. The leader was also unsuccessful in grasping different 
abilities during the group’s performance. He did not refer explicitly to individual embodiments 
nor did he open them up to the group to appreciate their resourceful workings. At the same time, 
the performance of Kate in her wheelchair was left unacknowledged. Biklen argues that 
normative processes that do not account for disability consciousness can cause creative resistance 
(2000, p.347). An alternative to normative inclusion would be to ‘teach resistance’ and render 
explicit the differences of consciousness active during an improvisation (this argument is also 
furthered in Chapter 6, in relation to the different consciousnesses within New Shed Inc).
Improvisation could be used as a means to achieve much more than normalising individual 
creativity. 1 subscribe to Biklen’s argument for creative contexts that “honour the experience of 
disability” (2000, p.352). To ‘honour’ means much more than to include; honouring the 
performers’ lived cultural experiences and bodily/intellectual skills means treating them as active 
learners, writes Biklen (2000, p.352). Dance activities that honour difference could be based on 
the premise that performers already have within themselves the essential knowledge that enables 
them to act creatively in their everyday lives. Dance improvisation might still need a facilitator 
but his/her role would be to focus on the participants; to help them become more aware of their 
existing cultural knowledge, which comes from where they live, how they live, and with whom 
they live. An alternative (non-normative) dance facilitator would not treat the members’ different 
backgrounds as irrelevant or inefficient or in need of re-education into common goals set by the 
leader. Such dance-making could go beyond inclusion to ensure that all students, disabled or 
non-disabled are offered a context within which to develop their already acquired body strategies 
that in everyday life have proved effective for dealing with the world. This dance pedagogy 
would be beyond inclusion in the sense that it does not aim to instill common inclusive habitus as 
a common way of using the body.
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In this alternative conceptualisation of dance pedagogy, disabled cultures would not be silenced 
by inclusive authority or dismissed as unproductive. On the contrary, they would be 
acknowledged as legitimate authors to be discussed, explored and analysed for their creative 
potential and also for the critique of the world that they can offer. Moreover, as Biklen states: 
“accepting this perspective recognises that students with disabilities can be leaders in their own 
education” (2000, p.352). This proposed re-conceptualisation is not far from a radical 
educational, social and political stance that challenges the role of cultural mediators; those who 
hold the symbolic control of cultural production and act to ensure that they remain the sole 
authority. Radical pedagogy theorists. Sherry and Svi Shapiro (2002), argue that contemporary 
politics and cultural struggles, concerned with self-understanding and change towards a more 
equitable and plural society, need to grasp the “politics of the body”. In turn, focus on the politics 
of the dancing body can generate better understanding of the connections between bodies, 
pedagogies and social equality/inequality. Dance practice could be radicalised in its 
comprehension of the way cultural and material authority acts to ‘name and claim’ individual 
bodies. A critical and radicalised approach in dance tuition could involve “engaging students in 
disability studies”, argues Lott (2001, p. 145). Opportunities, such as the one offered to the two 
trainees chasing the disabled participant around, could be embraced for their potential to integrate 
internal thinking with external group explanations. For instance, allowing members to ask ‘why 
is Kate doing that’, soliciting Kate’s input on why she is doing what she is doing and focusing on 
how she is achieving it. A critical approach to the same activity would allow for students as 
individuals to problem-solve by reflecting on their needs and the needs of others, on their 
attitudes and circumstances and to discuss abilities/disabilities. Nevertheless, in such explicit 
discussion of needs and disabilities there is the inherent risk of self-victimisation and the 
tendency of students to impose limits on themselves, which, without the process of 
rationalisation, they might have been able to challenge (Lott, 2001, p. 147). Dance instruction 
needs to preserve its challenging character by encouraging all students to think independently of 
textbook definitions and against ‘statementing’, to explore their abilities practically and in 
relation to others.
Strategies for silencing or for highlighting difference can be limiting. But silence regarding 
disability can shutter the sense of community that inclusive practices aim at. Silencing alternative 
authorships can bring disaffection, hostility and separation between members (as is argued in 
Chapter 6). Radically inclusive dance instruction holds the potential to teach members both to
136
respect individuality and foster community without the need to value the latter more than the 
former. Critical discussions embedded in dance practice could emphasise the cultural struggle 
over representation that is often at the root of individual manifestations. Dance training can help 
to orchestrate practical investigations on diversity that are constructive for both disabled and non­
disabled members. Students can be encouraged to reflect on their own and other people’s 
practice, to confirm cultural trends and social attitudes and decide which to adopt and which to 
abandon as intolerant, unjust or simply limiting in terms of creativity.
137
CHAPTER 6
DANCING BEYOND INCLUSION: THE CASE OF NEW SHED INC
The previous chapter offered analysis of ChickenShed’s movement activities based on specific 
observations. Instances within the company’s inclusive pedagogy were analysed as hindering a 
more complex approach to problem-solving, opting instead for teacher-led delivery of inclusion. 
It was argued that, within particular contexts, ChickenShed’s instructional tactics can be seen to 
fall short of reconceptualising structures of authority, and by doing so confirm the position of the 
group as the final arbiter of individual behaviour and difference. ChickenShed’s inclusive 
leadership was critiqued in its use of a discourse that, under specific circumstances, presented the 
disabled person as an “inspirational deviant” whose practices are mystifying (Lott, 2001, p. 142). 
Finally, suggestions were put forward for more critical approaches to dance activities that allow 
for students with physical or learning disabilities, as individuals, to reflect on their needs and 
embodied attitudes.
The present chapter discusses in detail my own agency as an inclusive leader becoming aware of 
the cultural otherness that I - as a member of the inclusive ‘we’ - reject or integrate within a 
constructed centre. My previous theoretical recommendations for the inclusion of students with 
disabilities are assessed experientially. The level of critical reflection becomes more complex 
with regards to the inclusion of difference in learning styles and cultures. One of the implications 
of becoming critically aware of the limitations of inclusive teaching, and of my ‘one-size-fits-all’ 
assumptions, manifests itself in the process of leading group improvisations. Tactics of giving 
the authority of representation back to the individual are analysed. This chapter thus investigates 
less normative ways to negotiate difference as they emerge in inclusive dance practice. As a 
dance leader, my challenge was to make sure that different/disabled competences were 
demonstrated, rather than brushed aside, through personal creative interactions. In this chapter I 
discuss how a dance teacher is required not merely to allow a space for the performance of 
disability but to encourage encounters where inclusion is critically constructed through disabled 
and non-disabled agencies and through embodied communication between them. I offer some 
examples from my own practice in order to articulate a personal critique and articulate the dance 
methods that could be employed to clarify, improve or subvert the perceived status of those 
classified as disabled/excluded. In this I continue to draw primarily on observations in the form 
of field notes and unstructured conversations. I draw out moments of inclusion and exclusion 
negotiated within the workshops that I delivered and the rehearsals I directed during my voluntary
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work as creative leader of New Shed Inc. in Newham, East London (2002- 2005). Before any 
analysis of the choreographic processes that gave rise to instances of inclusion/exclusion, I 
emphasise the fact that inclusion/exclusion was the product of the interplay of the multiple and 
cross-cutting categories of difference of my students, such as ability, gender, class, race and body. 
During our group’s sessions, the students dealt with those categories by themselves and, 
independently from adult directions, managed to position themselves as active agents of a micro­
culture, creatively autonomous but also embedded in a wider context of power relations.
At this point, I would like to offer some clarifications regarding the vocabulary I use to describe 
participants’ subjectivities. I stress that I see myself and my research informants as historically 
and politically defined according to categories of race, class, gender, religion, disability and 
sexual orientation. However, I also see myself and other people’s subjectivities as performed 
through personal agency and positive choices of cultural affinity. My thesis claims that through 
processes of crisis and negotiation, within the practice of inclusive dance, subjectivities can be re­
signified. In regards to disability, I refer to it not in terms of an essentialist identity applying to 
all people with impairments, but try to spell out the diversity in bodily experiences (physical, 
sensorial, mental, behavioural, emotional). Participants and their parents often used explicit 
disability identifiers as meaningful categories in their interaction with me. I understand disability 
as adding to the totality of the person’s experience rather than degrading it. In describing 
particular disabilities I avoid the use of any terms that are non-widely condoned or that may cause 
offense. In this I follow the guidelines of the British Sociological Association on Equality and 
Diversity (2002). Additionally, descriptions of ethnic or economic background are used 
situationally and their meanings negotiated and contested in dance interaction, as part of the 
representational politics of the participants that challenge the control of mainstream inclusion. 
Following Giroux’s theoretical stipulations (1993, 1997) and McLaren’s study of schooling 
rituals (1999), I retain race, class and gender as analytic categories that may provide a source of 
critical mobilisation inspiring alternative inclusive practice. Recent research commissioned by 
OFSTED demonstrates that race, class, gender and disability are categories that are totally 
relevant to studies on inclusive education (Gillbom, Mirza, 2000). Although I did not conduct 
any ethic or social class monitoring as such, I propose a wider theoretical debate on the ways 
teaching and learning dance can help to re-define socio-cultural divisions and abilities. The aim 
is to generate an alternative inclusive ethos that enables leaders and participants to discuss 
‘disability’, ‘race’, ‘class’ and ‘difference’ and to share their concerns regarding stereotypes, 
exclusion, inequality, justice and change.
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6.1 Teaching Inclusion -  Critique in the First Person
My thinking here is informed by the critique voiced by some of my students themselves who, 
nearing the end of their compulsory education, were able to form ideas about their present and 
future."'' A range of those ideas were generated and discussed during our workshops but as a 
teacher I was often unable to address them as an essential part of the practice that I was leading. 
My students were experiencing different positions within both an external social and an internal 
school hierarchy and were aware of issues of exclusion and inequality generated by both the 
wider economic mode of production and the educational system."* Social divisions and feelings 
of injustice and conflict were present in the practice of New Shed Inc. However, my ideological 
part had been to compensate for those felt injustices through offering inclusive arts opportunities 
and teaching ChickenShed’s ways of integration. By adopting the agenda of social inclusion 
through arts participation, I failed to question the intrinsic value of social cohesion and neglected 
to ask the following question: “what culture should eveiybody be integrated in, and who 
decides”? Assuming that the inclusive discourse and the liberal philosophy that I had trained in 
were providing a transcendental value of human belonging that everybody should adhere to, I 
quickly started to see difference as an obstacle to be overcome so that integration could be 
achieved. I felt comfortable with cultural homogeneity and threatened by values and practices 
that were different to my white middle-class non-disabled ones.
ChickenShed’s philosophy was instrumental in promoting a certain ethos of equality within New 
Shed Inc. or at least a certain sensitivity towards issues of disability and access. But as a leader I 
was in denial of the power that I possessed to “mark out a centre into which others should be 
integrated” (Edwards, Armstrong, Miller, 2001, p.424). According to educationalists Edwards, 
Armstrong and Miller the project of harnessing people to the centre can also identify the 
excluded as deficient, their parents and home cultures as deviant and in need of being conquered 
in order to become included within the dominant culture."® Lack of mainstream middle-class
New Shed Inc members’ ages ranged from 9 to 15 years old. The majority of the participants were 
under 13.
"* The argument refers to formal systems of internal selection, such as setting by ability that are frequently 
criticised for their inequality and exclusionary effects. See Gillbom and Kirton, 2000, pp.271-288.
"® Edwards, Armstrong and Miller, 2001, emphasise the colonising impact of integration arguing that “it is 
not surprising that concern for inclusion has become a dimension of national policy at just the point at 
which globalising processes are subjecting the nation state to ever increasing strains , p.424- 425. The 
Commission on Integration and Cohesion launched a report arguing that migrants “should learn English 
prior to entering the United Kingdom” (www.new.bbc.co.uk, Wednesday 21 February 2007).
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culture can become categorised as cultural deprivation and cultural disability, according to a 
neoliberal politics of difference. Nevertheless, the students who are thus categorised are not 
passive bearers of this classification, but resist actively the practices that are against or deny their 
difference. This resistance and eruption of difference, which had been my biggest challenge as an 
inclusive educator, is also the reason I began to question the limits of my teaching and of the 
centre that I was trying to establish. At present, 1 analyse the embodied practices deployed by my 
students as a form of contestation of my inclusive project, which was failing to acknowledge and 
honour their difference. In moments where I managed to include difference within an 
unquestioned logic of “a diverse collection of things on offer” other exclusions were becoming 
more vocal (the quotation belongs to Edwards, Armstrong, Miller, 2001, p.424). The more I 
exercised the power to include, without asking those I included, the more my power was resisted 
and rendered useless.
Currently distanced from my own practice, since the disbanding of the group in the beginning of 
2006,1 am able to put my personal stock of knowledge into question and agree with sociologists 
of education that rather than pursuing inclusion at all cost as a righteous moral and policy goal, 
my task could and should have been to engage, together with my students, in a “struggle over the 
criteria of in/exclusion” (Edwards, Armstrong, Miller, 2001, p.425). The examples that follow 
are instances where diversity of consciousness was practically recognised but also where an 
imperative that denied opposition became more oppressive. There were instances within the 
creative process where the centre became indeed more inclusive and responsive to individual 
needs but despite all it remained a centre. My project now is to de-construct this centre as a 
hegemony “extending the embrace to ensure that the centre holds and things do not fall apart” 
(Edwards, Armstrong, Miller, 2001, p.426). I argue that choreographing inclusively is not the 
solution to social inequality and exclusion but it can help to raise awareness of difference and of 
how one sense of culture, art and education can exclude alternative views. If dance-making is to 
assist in modeling critical social policy-making then choreographers and performers alike must 
not confuse inclusion with the elimination of exclusion. One of the lessons that emerge from 
New Shed Inc.’s inclusive experiments is the following: critical projects must avoid the exclusion 
of those who choose to resist inclusion."’
’ 1 paraphrase Edwards, Armstrong and Miller’s quotation: “we must avoid taking away the freedom of 
those who choose not to be included”, 2001, p.426.
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6.2 Out-reaching and Defying Exclusion
The warm-up exercises and the dance activities that formed the workshop and rehearsal structure 
suggested by ChickenShed were in their majority applied faithfully to the satellite outreach group 
with which I worked. Irrespectively of the theme that was devised by the team of practitioners (a 
fairy tale, folk tale, dramatic narrative, legend or real life event) the delivery and the organisation 
of the material was using the template disseminated to the new practitioners during their initial 
training with the company. The general style of interaction of ChickenShed was emulated 
consciously and members like me put every possible effort in copying the trademark inclusive 
state of the company."* McLaren writes that the “systematicity of gesture” is an essential 
component of the classroom’s structure of conformity (1999, p.81). The same could be argued 
for the structure of inclusive conformity that prevailed in New Shed Inc.’s creative sessions; a 
particular state of communitas was methodically sought in every creative endeavour. The group 
was expected to work together at all times with the students and be seen to engage each other 
peacefully and in a friendly manner. This predictable improvisation was introduced by the 
systematic use of “round the room” activities in the beginning of the session or rehearsal. Trust 
and group contact were the core principle of these activities which led to more or less 
undifferentiated exercises adaptable to any theme. The activities involved giving and taking 
weight in couples and small groups that were increasingly becoming bigger until they 
incorporated the whole group of participants in one collective moulding and shape-building using 
different levels and speeds.
During the activities building up to big group movement, the leader/choreographer’s instructions 
are a very important part of the performative task itself. I have often observed myself delivering 
what my training referred to as dramatic motivations, specifically utterances such as “imagine 
you have just won the lottery” or more elliptical statements such as “we are now in the middle of 
a storm”. More than demonstrating a certain movement or moment quality, these utterances aim 
to direct the participants through a variety of actions whilst continuing to move the group as a 
whole around the space. This process can be seen as open-ended and inclusive but is in fact a less 
explicit control of otherwise unpredictable encounters between bodies with differences. The 
choreographer’s constant instructional talk, more than any of her physical demonstrations, is able
* The term “state” belongs to Peter McLaren who uses it to describe rituals of educational performance as 
well as performances of resistance within classrooms. According to McLaren, state refers to an 
adoption of gestures, disposition, attitudes and work habits expected of being a student , 1999, p.91.
142
to ensure the creation and sustaining of an order of creative events such as the eventual 
gravitation of a mass of bodies towards the centre of the room. Verbal encouragements such as: 
“eveiy one of you wants whatever is sitting in the middle of the room -  desperately” are 
conceived to achieve gradual synchronisation and a crescendo of having all the participants 
occupy a very tight space together without feeling or showing any signs of discomfort, 
embarrassment or reluctance. What McLaren (1999, p. 109) describes as “the rhythmic drone of 
the teacher” encourages individuals to link with each other staying as tight as possible “as if 
wanting to get under one umbrella, or sit in one tiny towel”. The ability of the choreographer to 
freeze the group whilst they are tight and initiate one enormous moulded shape that evolves 
through the members’ physical closeness was often seen as a virtuoso display of inclusivity but it 
can also be read as the crafty ‘taming’ of unruly children."® The continual verbal direction of the 
choreographer is active in highlighting the creative input of individuals if they are seen to engage 
positively in the collective assignment. Personal contributions, such as an original movement or a 
movement committed with enthusiasm and focus, are praised for being a discreet part that does 
not disturb the image of homogeneity. However, when a participant chose to use a break-dance 
routine whilst asked to travel in and around one another, I have found myself and other leaders 
trying to discourage his input as extrovert, over-confident, and a domineering attitude‘ °^ and 
highlight verbally our preference of a response that suits others and the group and that is not just 
showing off. According to ChickenShed’s method, inclusive choreography should compensate 
for the discrepancies of learning styles through adaptations of the taught material. But 
adaptations are not only meant to suit individual expression; on the contrary they are most often 
conceived to make the individual adapt to the needs of the collective expression.'"
McLaren sees the verbal drilling of the teacher as a potent instrument in achieving classroom 
conformity (1999, p. 109). Similarly, the inclusive process of group improvisation tries to achieve 
conformity to the aesthetic order of inclusion by helping to “decrease personal space and increase 
communal space” (McLaren, 1999, p. 109). I have witnessed this type of instructional and
"® It is notable that many of the carers and parents who were present in some of the group’s sessions were 
impressed and delighted by such collective displays more than by any other individual display of skill or 
creativity (I base this opinion in informal discussions and feedback that I got from them during devising 
dance pieces for the end of the year shows).
'’® These terms are part of ChickenShed’s methodology and are used to determine the diversity of 
performance styles that can be found in a session.
'"  The term ‘inclusive choreography’ is here used to refer both to practices that are part of a theatrical 
production and involve both disabled and non-disabled dancers in dances from the company s existing 
repertory, but also refers to improvisational processes. My argument is that in both cases m ainstre^  
inclusive pedagogy is applied to train individuals to express the common sense of the group majority 
even when the creative process is meant to be collaborative and egalitarian.
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choreographic talk not only within inclusive settings, but also within work with the so called 
“hard to reach children”. These are children in pupil referral units and the youth justice system. 
In a symposium I attended in June 2006 I observed a workshop that was designed to model how 
dance interventions could be employed as a means to rehabilitate young offenders socially. It is 
noteworthy that the same systematic verbal commentary, in an even more pace-making and firm 
manner, was presented as the only way to “break the old bad habits and instill social skills”.'*’ 
The leader of that workshop, similarly to my own group’s tactics, managed to elicit responses in 
movement that was stripped fi-om any kind of popular cultural reference and resembled 
contemporary, release-based technique. Instructional films that were projected during the 
symposium offered insights into how efficient assertive and disciplined talk can be for training 
people with no dance background rapidly and intensely. 1 had left that workshop feeling 
uncomfortable with the forceful and punishing dance regime imposed on the participants through 
invariable synchronisation. The leaders claimed that this synchronisation of affect has 
tremendous creative power and gives participants a unique sense of freedom through being part 
o f a group; a metaphor for living in society. Despite the rhetoric 1 think that choreographing in 
that manner, however efficient it might look from the outside, needs to address more critically the 
delicate boundaries between the individual and collectivity. I argue that the choreographic 
method that I used to direct New Shed Inc.’s improvisations was of the same outlook in that it 
aimed at making people respond physically, almost without being aware of their thinking 
mechanisms, to a verbal imperative that was too fixed to be ignored. It may not have been 
pushed to the extremity as within the youth justice system, but it belonged to the same line of 
thinking; that the creative conformity to the rules of the social group can guarantee the freedom of 
the individual.
Nevertheless, I would like to investigate a different possibility for teaching and choreographing 
inclusively, based on the premise that the creative freedom of the individual can guarantee the 
harmony of the group. There were instances when my ‘verbal drone’ failed to couple and 
orchestrate bodily responses amongst my students. The dance-making based on group trust 
proved on many occasions unsuccessful especially when it competed with the personal states of 
the performers. In December 2005 our group was joined by “Am”, an eight year old boy
The symposium “Real Dance, Real People -  Dance Interventions in Pupil Referral Units and the Youth 
Justice System”, was organised by East London Dance in collaboration with Protein Dance, in Stratford 
Circus, June 2006. The practical workshop entitled “Dance Tactics for Teaching Dance to Hard to Reach 
People” was organised and delivered by Dance United, which undertakes work within prison settings.
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diagnosed with severe autism and emotional/behavioural problems.'** It was clear from the first 
moments of his interaction with the group that he was getting anxious in loud learning 
environments. He disliked being part of big and tight group shapes and he did not trust the 
physical proximity of others. “Am” would run away in panic each time a leader approached him 
whereas he was more at ease with one or two members of the youth theatre. When he joined one 
of the usual round-the-room activities, “Am” started pushing other members away and yelled at 
them to leave him alone. No matter how hard I tried to project a voice of calmness and 
determination to reassure the rest of the group that eveiything is alright and that they should 
continue the activity, I failed to persuade the participants that the harmony of our routine had not 
been broken. “Am”, who was not acknowledged in my statements, rushed out of the hall where 
our sessions were taking place and we stopped the exercise, made everybody sit on the floor and 
sought the assistance of the school caretaker to locate “Am” and bring him back to the hall. The 
performance of inclusive ritual was shattered. The inclusive spell, what McLaren (1999) calls the 
“liminal pull” of the choreographic sequencing was broken irrevocably. I had to change tactics. I 
stayed with the group while my colleagues were out negotiating with “Am”. I gave up my 
instructional projected voice and used my normal tone to ask the members what they thought had 
happened. A girl at the age of ten stood up and showed how “Am” had pushed her away when 
she tried to weave around him as she was asked to do; she appeared shaken. Then another boy 
said that “Am” does not like to be touched and that he knew someone in his school who had the 
same problem. The boy added that “Am” is “autistic” but that he was not afraid of him, because 
“he means no harm”. This repartee caused an animated talk within the group with students telling 
me and their peers that sometimes they do not like being touched during our exercises, that “some 
people smell” and that “boys can be rude”. By the time “Am” returned to the hall, the group was 
in a state of havoc with members imitating the gestures of their “naughty” peers, grabbing, 
squeezing, turning heads in disgust and calling names.
However, the physical presence of “Am”, somewhat more relaxed and escorted by his carer, 
brought a marked qualitative change in the group’s behaviour. The majority of the students 
lowered their voices and slowed down their actions. I grasped the opportunity to resume my 
instructional voice and address the group as a whole. I asked them to spread around the room 
making sure they kept their distances from each other. I tried to make a creative use of the debate 
that had preceded and asked them to keep still and imagine reasons why they would want to stay
* I protect the anonymity of young participants in this chapter and employ letters instead of using their
real names.
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away from other people for that particular exercise. I then asked them to raise hands if they 
wanted to share with the group the reason they have made up for wanting to stay away from 
others. Students started giving the same reasons they had voiced during the informal discussion: 
“people smell”, “Fm having a bad day”, “I hate everybody”. 1 then asked them to express these 
feelings with their face and with their bodies. 1 demonstrated some movements of brisk gestures, 
jolting and contraction which the students copied. Then I encouraged them to start moving 
around in slow motion trying to stretch away and become out of reach of others without making it 
too personal (taking away eye contact). What followed was a far more interesting movement 
vocabulary than the one I had previously tried to establish. The students appeared more engaged, 
excited even. After the initial giggles and having spent quite some time trying to make them 
avoid pushing others away and slow their vigorous actions down, the group was back into the 
ritual and its liminal pull. The use of music gradually replaced my instructions and the 
participants created a dance which we decided to call “Get Away From Me -  I Have My 
Reasons”. An eleven year old participant even started rapping the words of the title and “Am”, 
without his carer, wandered around slowly in the outskirts of the activity space, thus achieving a 
physical proximity with others that had been impossible before.
More than anything else this field experience made me realise my own power as a “sender of 
meaning” and how important it is to synchronise with the frequencies of the participants, if I want 
to be a responsive teacher (McLaren, 1999, p.l 13). The experience of seeing the freedom of one 
individual clash with the collective state gave me insight into the significance of expressing and 
honouring individual information during the creative process. I argue that the creative harmony 
of the group can be achieved only through honest communication of personal feelings, fears and 
attitudes. The choreographer who wants to resist exclusion is required to be aware of the signs of 
the performers, acknowledge the language and the ideas that they use and find interesting, and 
create the context where full creative use of them can be made possible. Despite its limitations, 
the inclusive choreographic method transmitted by ChickenShed can create conditions in which 
participants become primary agents and, as McLaren (1999, p.200) writes, “co-celebrants of 
knowledge” with the choreographer/teacher. Dance experiences, such as the one I described, can 
generate a truly inclusive state; a receptive state of consciousness according to which individual 
creativity rises from the cultural confines and the resistance of given social structures. I argue 
that this type of individual creativity is neither individualistic nor liberal/humanistic. It is an 
alternative mode of creativity bom out of the anti-structure instead of conformity. It can be 
truthfully open to difference and non-exclusive because it accepts and celebrates the fact that
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human actors exist in “a state of human totality” (McLaren, 1999, p.l 15); where they interact, 
interchange and get transformed by the diversity of human responses as these get shaped by 
different material realities.
hi my case, my encounter with this radical social dimension of the liminality of dance emerged 
completely out of chance, during my effort to re-establish the structure of conformity to the 
inclusive process. Relatively young and not so experienced in teaching, I felt threatened by the 
ambiguity of the situation that resulted with “Am”s resistance. His wilful exclusion from the 
creative process of the group highlighted the ambiguity of the inclusive project: making excluded 
people included despite them. “Am”s behaviour gave rise to protests from the included 
members; they also felt forced to inclusion and resented it. Once those protests were voiced and 
enacted I could not go back. 1 was in turn forced to address them; 1 could no longer afford to 
resist them. But according to McLaren, such transformation in the consciousness and action of 
the teacher should not be left to chance; it should be consciously cultivated so that the facilitators 
of learning become literate in social inequality and are able to grasp the creative needs of 
individuals who are excluded (1999, p. 115). Social and political literacy is what is needed to be 
able to observe and address the causes and not just the symptoms of resistance in the 
studio/classroom.
My personal experience showed me, however, that once this sensitivity/literacy is acquired, the 
established inclusive strategy is not adequate in spelling out the grounds and effects of 
oppression. Although I felt the reason for the group’s identification with “Am”s predicament 
faced with the inclusive structure, I was not able, and I am still not sure whether that would be the 
best, to articulate an ideology of oppression and resistance that would be of use to my students 
and that would not confuse them or compromise me further. I am perplexed as to how I can fight 
for the equality of my students and against the exclusion and oppression of difference, iff  cannot 
spell out the very reality of their oppression to them. Does “Am” know or cares that he may be 
disabled by the very inclusive group he wants to join? Do my students know or need to know that 
they may be oppressed due to their race, class and ability? These are questions about what 
McLaren calls the “opacity of existence” and, according to his writings, as a teacher I am required 
to consider them in all aspects of my practice (1999, p.l 15). But my investigation concerns the 
ways in which those questions can alter the creative context and what are the limits in asking 
these questions.
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Projecting McLaren’s view that the teacher is a “mystagogue rather than an ideologue” (1999, 
p. 116), I argue that as a dance teacher/choreographer I could not eschew theory but I chose to 
favour an embodied context and promote conditions which allowed performers to internalise both 
ideological and physical meanings. The choreographer is a practitioner, a worker whose job is 
“the clearing away of all the obstacles to the embodiment of knowledge”, writes McLaren 
referring to the role of the teacher (1999, p.l 16). But at the same time that she works to resist 
exclusions within the distribution of knowledge, the choreographer is required to know how and 
why these exclusions occur. In my first job as a choreographer of New Shed, 1 did not possess 
the conceptual and practical tools needed to make visible (to myself and to others) and explain the 
mechanisms of inclusion/exclusion. The liberal perspective of different but equal that I was 
taught by ChickenShed did not make available to me the reasons why members of New Shed 
might feel oppressed, excluded, or demotivated. However, dance as a mode of symbolic action 
and its internal rules of participation and communication enabled me to enact a body metaphor of 
counter-ideology (such as “people have different reasons”) and offer learners an alternative to the 
structure of sameness, by encouraging them to engage with their diverse ‘negative emotions’ as 
opposed to the intended positive/harmonising ones. Nevertheless, I was not able to break the 
dominant cultural assumption that viewed moving around the room as the ultimate consummation 
of the inclusive ideal. The time and space of moving about the room proved a strong aesthetic 
symbol and its appropriateness to notions of important creative engagement has proved difficult 
to crack. I have not, as yet discovered, an alternative way of de-objectifying the inclusive 
creative space and the shape it can take.
In New Shed I applied all the organisational properties of teaching and choreographing that were 
familiar to me through my training and experiences with ChickenShed. I had internalised the 
aesthetics of unity and homogeneity as the essence of inclusive practice. Although my new role 
as artistic leader allowed me to experiment with different structures I was reluctant and fearful of 
using more individualised ways of dance work and was discouraging more self-generated 
performances in my students. When the company staff were no longer present I felt that I had to 
rise to the inclusive standards that they had set by following as closely as possible the patterning 
and sequencing of activities that would lead to the flowing communitas that ChickenShed is 
known for. Even though I sometimes encouraged members of the youth theatre to take the lead in 
delivering activities, I was mistrusting the more playful, unstructured and competitive quality of 
the games they introduced and often edited them out for being too individualistic and not so 
serious. The youth theatre members had on many occasions expressed their disappointment at
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my executive decisions (this was expressed in questionnaires and an anonymous letter, see 
Appendix 4). Nevertheless, participants and their carers in general showed approval of the 
professional-like and predictable atmosphere that they had seen modelled by the company, when 
they were leading the group at the initial stages of the outreach programme. The team of 
voluntary practitioners (myself included) were less able to create the same effect of assertive 
control and so the established manipulation of symbolic representations, such as the moving- 
around-in-groups, became a positive sign that proved that the project was running smoothly and 
that we were all being creative and productive.
It is at this stage of my inquiry that 1 realise, however, that opting for the continuation of 
ChickenShed’s model had its limits. It was a strategy that kept on allocating performers in a 
fixed place within the inclusive symbolic order; rendering some students’ ability to be easily 
included an “invisible cultural marker” against which others, more resistant to inclusion were 
judged.
6.3 Individual Agencies Resisting Inclusion
My experience as a group leader of New Shed Inc. taught me that inclusion is a process that 
needs visible exclusion to manifest itself; it is a negotiation that becomes available only through 
diverse agencies of challenge, defense and opposition. After the initial training period of the 
outreach programme, the company members were gone and with them took their particular 
reading of inclusion as a model reified and tangible in order to be taught and experienced through 
art activities. What was left was a situation where new participants started to flood in, inhabiting 
the newly constructed space of a theatre g r o u p . A s  new people were coming and going and a 
multiplicity of tactics were being incorporated in what ChickenShed had taught, the group’s 
engagement with the idea of difference and inclusion also shifted. It is important to note that the 
the physically disabled children, who had been there when ChickenShed’s professionals were
'‘The phrase belongs to McLaren who uses it to critique the symbolism and the moral violence of catholic 
instruction that distinguishes between able and non-able students based on their participation into the 
dominant classroom construction with its symbols and articulations (1999, p. 128).
^The group, with ChickenShed’s assistance, advertised in local and national newspapers asking for new 
members to join in. In the first year since the inception of the group we have had approximately five new 
members joining us every week. The majority of them stayed for a session or two before they made up 
their minds and chose to stay or leave. At the end of the first year the children group (ages 9-12) 
numbers had risen from 27 to 35, whereas the youth theatre group had suffered some losses. The second 
and third year however were marked by a severe fall in numbers. The youth theatre group (ages 13-15) 
had to be merged with the children’s since we were left with only six members from the initial nineteen.
149
leading the workshops (children with severe cerebral palsy and other wheelchair users), left 
straight after the completion of the first stage of the programme and their parents/carers did not 
bring them back when the newly trained facilitators took over. Through informal discussions that 
I have had with some of them, I learned that one of the reasons for this was that they did not 
“trust” or feel comfortable leaving their kids with people who were not so experienced. Parents 
whose children were labeled with a disability other than a physical one (such as autism, 
behavioural problems, Asperger’s syndrome) had actually consulted their children and as many of 
those chose to stay, their parents became more involved in the administration of the group, which 
was granting them access and some power in the decision-taking of the group.
The children, who had statements of learning and behavioural disabilities and stayed with the 
group, gradually invited their friends from special and non-special schools to join in. The local 
neighbourhood and the school that was hosting our sessions also became aware of the group as a 
permanent feature of the community. Newham council was contacted and despite its inability to 
support us administratively and financially, it dedicated some time visiting us during an end-of- 
the-year performance and offered free advertisement in the Newham press. ChickenShed’s 
theatre instruction was being replaced subtly with a different discourse; one that was more 
concerned with the elements of the local society, the relationships between the hosting school and 
the group, the role of the local council and social problems facing the community. For example, 
young people started to come to the school hours before the group would meet for a session. 
They were obviously told by friends and peers that a there was a theatre group in the area and 
were curious to see what it looked like. Most of them came from other schools in the area with 
some of them identified as “troublemakers who loiter in the streets for hours after the school 
finishes... looking for trouble”.M e m b e r s  of the group were soon required to find reasons, 
create narratives and purposes to assert the identity of the group and their own place faced with 
this post-ChickenShed reality.
The symbolism of the group as a space of inclusion shifted to an identity that had to acknowledge 
the outside world and its exclusions; the different schools that members were coming from 
(special, non-special, with good or bad reputations in terms of funding and resources) and their
^This is a parent’s description. She felt uncomfortable letting her daughter come to the group 
unaccompanied so she came with her to ensure that she is not in any danger by these youth (field notes 
from session in June 2004, see Appendix 5).
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different backgrounds (“poor”, “with attitude”, “troublemakers”, “posh”, “boffins”).'^’. The 
members quickly learned that the group was facing problems with funding and that we had to 
ensure we were able to pay a rent fee for the school hall where our meetings were taking place. A 
weekly charge of one pound was agreed for all participants. This also caused the introduction of 
a new discourse based on distinctions between; a) those who paid and those who did not pay, and 
b) those who were coming with their parents and paid in advance and those who were coming 
unescorted in big groups of young male individuals and who claimed that they had no money. 
From an initial phase in which the group was meeting in a symbolic space created by professional 
theatre people, full of what McLaren calls “ritual sanctity”. New Shed was exposed and 
vulnerable to the everyday material realities of the “streetcomer”(McLaren, 1999, p. 129).'^^
From a situation where the workshop had one reified truth and essence, of inclusion as a model of 
theatrical practice as taught by ChickenShed, we reached a state of plurality in the discourses that 
were struggling to identify and claim New Shed and the idea of inclusion for themselves. From 
discussions that I had with the parents, I understood that they wished that the unquestionable 
power, which the company had, should be asserted. They saw it as a symbolic protection against 
the dangers of the streetcomer while the children wanted to appropriate the group for the 
expression of their own affinities and affiliations. Outsiders and agencies of the streetcomer 
seemed to oppose any of these ideological authorities and challenge the right of existence and 
purpose of “our” group in “their” area. Young individuals from the area sometimes taunted 
members of the group as they were coming into the school. Members and parents complained of 
“gangs” threatening to rob them of their mobiles and clothes. A number of parents stopped 
sending their kids to the group for fear of bullying, while others chose to be present at all times, 
guarding the school gates at the beginning and at the end of the workshops. As a practitioner I 
found that challenge particularly intimidating especially as I was an inexperienced leader working 
within a newly formed structure. Wanting to preserve the identity and function of the group and 
assert my own role and power as an educator I chose to defend the ritual symbolisms of the 
workshop by closing the curtains in the windows all around the school hall so that whatever was 
happening inside could not be seen, ridiculed or challenged by the youth watching us from 
outside (in the school’s courtyard). But the people outside were not strangers to the people with
’^ ’These terms were used by the participants and their carers during informal talks that we had as a group
and in their feedback to me (see Appendix 6).
'^*They seemed like they wanted to join in, but sometimes they were shouting that they had no money to 
pay with, or that they preferred to go to McDonalds, or that the group was not worth paying for. 
'^^McLaren uses the term streetcomer to refer to life and social relations outside the ritual of schooling.
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whom I had to work inside. They were friends and neighbours, persons that they would have to 
talk to and live with when the workshop ended.
When I realised that, for example, one of the “troublemakers” was the big sister of one of the 
participants, I chose to change strategy. I began to acknowledge the outsiders and manipulate 
their presence behind the closed curtains in order to get a different more engaged behaviour by 
the students. I used the troublemakers as a concrete referent to make members work as best they 
could so as not give “these people” reasons to ridicule them. I urged members to be focused and 
concentrated on what we did so that we could one day be proud of our achievements and invite 
the people outside confidently, for them to see our work and get inspired by what inclusive art 
can create. The drawing of the curtains was a performative symbol of what members were asked 
to do: “stop looking out”. The symbolic quality of that action established a new convention for 
New Shed; the students had to concentrate on what was happening inside the closed curtains and 
keep their minds off the streetcomer and its culture. From that moment on, the ability to shut the 
outside world out of the inclusive process became the new criterion on which actions were judged 
as successful or unsuccessful. Whenever, a member failed to censor his/her interaction with the 
streetculture, the failure was publicly highlighted to the group. For example, when a member, 
whose name was chanted by a group of young people gathered outside the hall, left the workshop 
to go out and challenge them, the team of practitioners and parents debated with the participants 
on what would be the appropriate behaviour in that case. Later on when the group of outsiders 
started throwing stones at the windows, we had to alert the school carer who called the police. It 
was then argued that if the participant had not lost his temper and left the school, the incident 
would not have happened. I remember delivering to the students a passionate speech about the 
status and ‘disastrous’ educational and social prospects of the troublemakers and those who wish 
to imitate them.*^°
After that event and other similar confrontations, the newly formed group managed to assert some 
new rules of conduct that were discussed and agreed by all. The new rules were actually devised 
by the children themselves and were an imitation of a streetcomer logic, analogous to notions of 
“be cool”, “don’t do to others what you don’t like being done to you” etc. As a dance 
practitioner, I seized the opportunity to offer an embodied expression of these new rules. From 
that moment on, all the inclusive activities taught by ChickenShed would take on a new quality.
°I said to the children that if they imitated the behavior of the outsiders they would end up expelled from 
their schools, and would end up having their chances of finding a job severely limited.
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For instance, all the trust and weight-sharing exercises would be framed by an appropriate 
narrative presenting children with a street ethos of urban coolness. I started using pop and R&B 
music that were more to the children’s tastes to accompany dance activities and started asking the 
more physically skilled members (such as those who were frequently showing off their street- 
dancing skills) to display activities to others. The children showed understanding and adherence 
to the “be cool” rules but found other rules (such as the time allocated for break that they had to 
spend indoors) as unnecessary and unfair.
The feelings of resentment were more pronounced in those members who had some type of 
affiliation with the “outsiders” and who would perhaps want to join them during the break, to 
make sure that they did not lose their street credibility entirely due to their participation in the 
group. They claimed that they were treated unfavourably in comparison to other members who 
(often escorted by adults) were able to go out of the hall during the break. Despite my efforts to 
explain the logic of the rule and enforce it to all participants, some students saw this as an unjust 
distinction that was further humiliating them to their peers.
I argue here that while ChickenShed operated with efficacy and transmitted its view of inclusion 
with certainty. New Shed’s rules were exposed to a process of verification that required members 
to act critically and responsibly. As a teacher, I felt excited by the prospect of instilling this 
ability of judgement to my students. However, I quickly realised that the new situation was 
making children anxious and was breeding non-conformance. The students appeared to be 
missing the stability offered by ChickenShed.’^ ’ They appeared wary of negotiating the new 
rules and of the struggle to define themselves and justify their choices according to the 
streetcomer culture. As soon as ChickenShed’s agents left and non-conformance came into 
action, street dance forms entered the workshop. As I explained these dance forms were present 
in the margins of the practice and were symbolically manipulated in order to tackle the allure of 
the culture of the streetcomer. Nevertheless, the street dance form was not everyone’s domain 
but the cultural expression of specific socially constituted identities. Whereas, ChickenShed 
promoted acceptance of a neutrally constructed “we”, embodied through non-culturally specific 
activities. New Shed appeared to legitimise performances of individual cultures as public acts 
visible to others. Dance was manipulated as a symbolic performance of the self that was 
intended to lure the disobedient peers.
"'They were voicing that feeling in our sessions. When asked to give feedback they would frequently 
mention how they miss ChickenShed’s staff ability to keep everyone quiet.
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Having taken a distance from my own practice, I can now recognise that my students must have 
felt very insecure and unsure when I asked them to invest themselves in dance as a symbolic act 
that was endangering them in the eyes of their p e e r s . E v e r y  time I asked them to invest their 
sense of identity in a communal practice such as dance, I secretly wished for their acceptance of 
the value of inclusive practice. In their participation, I wanted them to transcend all their doubts 
and accept their place within a group in defiance of the outsiders’ prejudice. Whereas 
ChickenShed had channeled the participants into an already established symbolic order, the 
practices of New Shed were inviting participants to identify and co-author critically the inclusive 
order. Within New Shed, members have had to debate rules and discourses of alternative orders 
(that of the street culture). They were required to recognise the social conditions that disabled 
them and become self-empowered through doing something creative. Although New Shed saw 
the development of an open-ended pedagogical approach to creativity, it was also marked by 
unpredictable events that compromised its mission. In contrast, ChickenShed’s less flexible 
approach offered a careful orchestration of creative actions that succeeded in concealing the 
arbitrariness of its rules or presented them as non-negotiable.
In New Shed, the choices of power and the choices of individual creativity became so visible that 
the sanctity of the group and the sanctity of the inclusive ritual were eroded by inordinate 
agencies and actions. ChickenShed’s truth of inclusion was exposed as a lie; a lie that could no 
longer call for belief but that could be approached through cognitive and social mechanisms of 
critical thinking and contestation. As a consequence of this, students felt manipulated and 
alienated by the inclusive practice. Whenever a decision had to be taken in relation to the 
progression of an exercise or the adoption, execution and interpretation of an idea into movement, 
the students complained about perceived distinctions, divisions, exclusions and were very 
antagonistic between them. When a group was chosen to present first while another was required 
to wait, or when a member was selected for a particular task and another was not, students were 
voicing dissent that shattered the collective consensus. My team of practitioners had to protect 
the workshop order and so we often appeared absolutist in our decisions and selections and 
resistant to more democratic means, such as asking members to make decisions and take creative 
choices for themselves.
" ’’Unless, they involved something endorsed by the culture of the “outsiders”, the groups’ dances were 
criticised by members as being “un-cool” and “silly .
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There was a particular incident where my behaviour provoked open hostility. During the 
choreographic process for a performance of The Nutcracker and the Mouse King (2004) I had to 
divide participants into four different groups according to the narrative (adults, children, mice and 
toys). The selection was based on an earlier improvisation where members were asked to move 
according to the respective characters of the story. When the final casting decisions were 
announced, there was evidence of bitterness among students selected for the different groups. 
There were a number of people who antagonised me publicly about my choice of the main 
characters and the “lesser” treatment of the ensemble. During rehearsals the members who were 
cast as the mice (that was the largest group of performers in the show) were particularly 
disruptive as they were waiting for their turn to perform and were often insulting to other 
participants (those considered cast into first-class roles). To this, I reacted by exhorting 
everybody to respect the work of others and by explaining that they are no first and second-class 
roles in the play and that everybody is equally important to the group and to the show. My words 
did not seem to convince them and the tension escalated into a full blown quarrel that resulted in 
the interruption of the session for at least forty minutes. In the end, everybody felt completely 
demoralised and demotivated and the rehearsal was postponed until the following week. At the 
time the reasons for that riot completely eluded me. The pressures of the forthcoming show and 
the expectations of the parents had left little room to assert collectively the meaning of the 
process or to interpret the value of their assigned work to individuals. At present, I have some 
clues as to why the students were behaving like that, and the answers lie in the nature of the 
artistic content leaders opted for, and the exclusivist process of casting that the group was 
submitted to.
Educationalists Gillbom and Kirton note that resistant attitudes can be triggered by the selection 
processes of schooling and the experience of different positions within the internal school 
hierarchy (2000, p.276). They write that students usually allotted to positions further down the 
hierarchy through systems of banding and setting to ability, feel angry and demotivated as they 
consider others to be more privileged and teachers to be unfair.
Lower band students are especially sensitive to these injustices and feel that they 
are being deemed second-class citizens, constantly compared unfavourably to 
higher band peers and as a result labelled by the school as inferior and less 
worthy.
Gillbom and Kirton, 2000, p.276.
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A more careful analysis of my field notes reveals that the protagonists of those challenges were 
White boys and girls, often of a working-class background, who (as some of their parents 
informed me) were indeed lower band students in their schools, with some of them being referred 
to special pupil units. Access to particular roles and activities within the workshop structure 
(such as those of demonstrating an exercise or showing an end product to the group) were 
frequently areas of perceived unfair treatment. As Gillbom and Kirton argue, the students feel 
that they are not pushed towards achieving excellence and by being part of an extended group 
they feel that they are treated as “special needs”. This can be true about the members of New 
Shed that I grouped together in the Mice group believing that they work better together and that 
they can join their street-dance skills in making the mice characters look more “cool” and more 
dangerous. What I did not grasp was that these children craved an opportunity not to be working 
together with their other “lower-band” peers, but to be able to experience the sense of 
achievement, reward and praise that comes with individual performance as associated with the 
top bands.
To make visible and analyse this instance of exclusion within the process of inclusive 
choreography, one needs conceptual tools that go beyond ChickenShed’s liberal approach of 
“different but equal”. It was me who was distributing the power during the inclusive process, so 
the power that acts to distinguish between individuals was invisible to my eyes. However, a more 
politicised reading of my fieldnotes reveals the stmggle that can be at the core of my students’ 
predicament. Gender, class and ability are essential categories of difference that can help one to 
understand the process of inclusion/exclusion.
Benjamin, Nind, Hall et al argue for a “strategic essentialism” that
Can take account of the veiy real social and material consequences for 
individuals belonging to particular groups but that does not assume that those 
consequences are fixed and unchanging, not that they are a necessary condition 
of some individual, inherent characteristic or perceived lack.
Benjamin, Nind, Hall et al, 2003, p.549.
Educational research into schooling and selection processes urges researchers to politicise their 
analysis so that they are more able to grasp the reproduction of inequality. I apply this political 
reading in my interpretation of my students’ reactions in order to recognise and perhaps prevent 
the reproduction of pedagogical inequality within the process of inclusive dance. I recall one of 
my students’ response when his ideas were not acknowledged by the group and not put into
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creative practice as those of his peers; he had turned violent. I had tried to isolate him from the 
group and employed some individual instruction to calm him down and make him feel valued 
again. But this tactic did not produce the desired results. “S”, an eleven year old boy with 
Asperger’s syndrome and an ethnic minority background was perhaps suffering the effects of a 
long and enduring educational experience. “S”s mainstream school practises internal selection 
that might have left an indelible mark on his self-perception. He desperately needed his ideas to 
become endorsed by the group. My one-to-one teaching and attention did not manage to justify 
that need. “S” wanted his ideas to be debated by the group and did not need my reassurance that 
they were valuable and equal to all others.
The moment of crisis that was “S”s violent outburst would not have happened in ChickenShed 
staffs presence. It was brought about by the opening up and the shattering of the inclusive 
consensus that I described earlier and the eruption of the streetcomer into the workshop. It made 
“S”s friends acknowledge that their group and the inclusive practice was not doing the right thing 
for him. It was one of the rare instances where one of the fundamental norms of the inclusive 
practice were called into question; individuals paused and thought not about what would benefit 
the group as a whole but what would benefit “S” as an individual. As “S” retumed to his group 
from our one-to-one discussion, the students were encouraged to adopt a critical stance towards 
their habit of dismissing his ideas as too extravagant and non-applicable. They managed to 
problem-solve together and came up with an innovative way of incorporating “S”s superman 
fantasies into their performance; they all swirled around as different planets of the solar system, 
assuming different shapes, speeds and moods according to the qualities of the planet of their 
choice while “S” was the intergalactic hero who was flying at speed around the planets 
sometimes hitting them and causing them to realign like balls during a game of snooker. This 
episode encapsulates the twofold nature of inclusion as both conflict and consensus.
6.4 Dances of Resistance
McLaren defines resistance as
The oppositional student behaviour that has both symbolic, historical and ‘lived’ 
meaning and which contests the legitimacy, power and significance of school 
culture in general and instmction in particular.
1999, p.147.
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McLaren also describes resistances among the disenfranchised as “tacit, informal, unwitting and 
unconscious” (1999, p. 147). At this point, I present resistances manifested through dance agency. 
My fieldnotes on the practices of New Shed offer an inventory of informal performances by 
individual members that grasped and tried to resist the exclusion of their ‘lived’ culture by the 
dominant inclusive culture of the group.
During the choreographic process for one of the group’s shows {Past, Present Imperfect, 2005) 
dealing with the issue of school bullying, we came up with the idea of a Greek chorus-like 
grouping that would allow participants with no talking parts, to comment through dancing and 
singing on the events and actions of the stoiy characters. Through improvisations and my 
instruction the group devised a movement vocabulary based on the actions that a body performs 
when rejecting and when embracing someone. It was a series of sharp turns performed by 
individuals in a row similarly to a Mexican wave, followed by a choreographed tug of war in 
slow motion and then the formation of a human chain (with members linking up different parts of 
their bodies and inter-weaving). The finale of the piece was showing the chorus mingling with 
the rest of the performers to enact a ritual of healing (taking people in their arms, lifting people 
from the floor, walking together, cradling people etc) to the song Everybody Hurts by REM.
In the rehearsals, I emphasised that what was important was not technique but feeling and to 
“show that you communicate with each other through your bodies”. It became quite evident right 
from the start of the creative process that the students were enjoying the activity of inventing 
movement to reflect the story and in particular the lyrics of the songs they were singing and 
dancing to. This was a group task where individuals had to add a movement to a collective 
structure that I had to, towards the end, put together and orchestrate with some new space 
directions, levels and dynamics. However, I noticed that it was not so much movements but some 
of the meanings invested in them that were being resisted by the participants. Imagery such as 
“feel the point of contact with each other” and instructions such as “show each other you care” 
were derided as being “too gqy” and their teaching was met with resistance. Although the 
performers had consented on the narrative need for such actions and images, to show that “we are 
against bullying” and that “showing you care is not something to be ashamed o f’, some members 
exhibited actions which undermined the collectively authorised codes and aesthetics. For 
instance, they were kicking, pinching or tickling each other whenever they had to Ibrm a shape 
that was requiring them to hide their hands behind other people’s backs. From afar their dance 
could be understood as a mithful enactment of the inclusive ideal but, if in reality all the detail in
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their actions, facial expressions and eye contact was revealing a counter-culture of resistance 
through a camivalesque parody of liberal codes. Some of the boys in the group performed some 
inventive slapstick, whispering obscenities to each other as they stood in close proximity.
McLaren offers a list of “gestures of resistance”, which he encountered during his research on 
classroom practice, arguing that clenched fists, pursed lips, arms folded defiantly across the chest 
and insurrectionary posing such as thrusting out the chin and scowling at the teacher are all “signs 
of refusal expressed in a corporeal mode”(1999, p. 149). One of these signs that were 
overwhelmingly present during the rehearsals for Past Present Imperfect was the “masculine” 
jostling and pushing around that ultimately led me to interrupt the session and ask members to 
behave themselves sensibly. I had noticed that the behaviour of the boys was intimidating to 
some of the girls of the group who complained about being pushed and argued that the boys were 
spoiling it for everyone else.
This was not the first time that boys were getting frustrated by a workshop activity that was seen 
as discrediting their identity as “cool guys”. One of the subject positions favoured by inclusive 
practice is that of the “boy working with other boy gently”. However this position is neither 
equally accessible nor desirable by all participants (Benjamin, Nind, Hall et al, 2003, p.549).'" 
As educational researchers Benjamin, Nind et al argue, the discursive practices that are dominant 
in popular and sporting cultures construct the desirable image of the “tough guy” that is seen as 
productive of a high status for working-class boys (2003, p.551). It is possible that some boys in 
the group may have learned to desire such recognition and invest in it. When the inclusive 
instruction required of them to exhibit signs against the image they had invested in, members 
perhaps felt the conflict between their individual desires and the group’s values and codes. They 
challenged the legitimacy of the new code that was being imposed on them through 
demonstrating the premises of their chosen “macho” identity. McLaren identifies the marks of 
such identity as “body leaning backwards” and introducing the streetcomer state into the 
classroom (1999, p. 157). New Shed members often displayed the streetcomer state through 
imitating rapper’s moves, laddish back smacking and bumping into each other.
Past Present Imperfect and its anti-bullying message was an opportunity for the group to explore 
the issue of difference and intolerance. It was a conscious decision that the team of practitioners
'"Benjamin, Nind, Hall et al, quote Walkerdine 1989 and argue for the need to understand the 
“canalisation of desire” through unequal relations and practices of power.
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had taken to cast the part of the bully to “F”, a teenage girl who seemed to have invested a large 
part of her self-perception in the image of the ‘laddette’ and who bragged that she can play that 
role better than anyone else."" In the play she intimidated a boy who in reality had been himself 
the object of bullying during the workshops due to his petite physique and high pitched voice. 
The image that the boy projected, “gentle and studious”, was the butt of the bullying in the play. 
As the cast members learned to perform and take distances from their roles, the chorus members 
observed the mechanisms and the tactics of intolerance as they were deconstructed theatrically. 
As a leader, I asked them to pay attention to what was happening to the characters in the story and 
try to find ways to show their approval or disapproval of them through their dance. However, I 
did not make explicit reference to homosexual bullying and the need to challenge heterosexual 
perceptions of masculinity. When the boys in the chorus started enacting their performance of 
masculinity to resist the inclusive consensus that seemed to be antagonising their own desires, I 
simply admonished them verbally. At a later stage I tried to offer an alternative message of 
gender performance by praising the performance of a Black boy who showed special skill and 
sensitivity during the activity of weight-sharing with another boy participant.
Experiences with New Shed such as this showed me that the symbolic codes of Chicken Shed 
(hugging, holding hands and group shapes) no longer provided channels for addressing the 
desires of the students. They had to be reinvigorated and refer to real life or replaced with 
symbols more appealing to the members. One of the measures that we took to redress the 
inclusive performance of the chorus participants was the incorporation of “cool guy” and 
“rapper” gestures into the staging of the play. Following a lively and humorous debate about how 
bullies behave, “F” who was playing the bully, followed the specific instructions of the chorus 
boys and imitated their style, walk and clothing in the final performance. The audience laughed 
in acknowledgement of the streetcomer references and the role of the bully had been 
performatively de-constructed to everybody’s delight. I am still unsure, however, about whether
""The term iadette’ has been widely used and reported in the British media to refer to mainly post-school- 
age, often working-class young women, such as high-profile celebrities Zoe Ball, Sara Cox and Denise 
Van Outen. However, more recently the press has reported concerns about schoolgirls becoming 
ladettes. Dr. Carolyn Jackson (2003) argues that the Iadette culture is on the increase in the classrooms. 
According to teachers interviewed as part of a study (carried out by Jackson at Lancaster University, 
Department of Educational Research), girls as young as thirteen “are increasingly showing such 
behaviour as smoking, swearing, fighting, drinking, disrupting lessons, being open about sex and being 
cheeky and loud” (Lancaster University website). Jackson reports that teachers are concerned about 
Iadette culture but that such concern can involve double standards: “for boys, worries about laddish 
behaviour centre on academic achievement and classroom management. For girls concerns are also 
related to their sexuality and morality” (Lancaster University website).
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individual members were empowered enough to critique the images they had been investing in or 
whether these images were further reinforced.
One of the lessons learned through the experiences of leading group improvisations for New Shed 
was that the participants almost systematically resisted highly structured group dances and their 
institutionalised sense of communitas. When offered the choice, they opted for a spontaneous 
individual style of movement, which was often influenced by mainstream music or street dance 
representations. When forced to obey the rules of group choreography by the multitude of 
practitioners and group assistants around them, some members would either refuse to work or 
they would resort to a parody of what they perceived as being formulaic and restrictive. Subtle 
gestural adaptations would be used as a medium for the inversion of the imposed order and a 
reaffirmation of individual character and ‘freedom’; surely with its own limitations and 
exclusions imposed by social conformity to street power structures.
Indulgence, humour and sexual innuendo were employed as tactics of asserting the personal 
qualities that were perceived as being dismissed or censored by the inclusive aesthetics. A 
number of Black girls for instance used every opportunity to showcase their street wisdom and 
display “the expert status that popular culture has made available and desirable to them” 
(Benjamin, Nind, et al, 2003, p.553). As Benjamin, Nind et al note in their research. Black girls 
from a working-class cultural background can appear highly able to adapt taught material “to 
represent physical maturity and heterosexuality” (2003, p.553). During the choreographic 
process for the group’s performance of the Odyssey, I consciously encouraged participants to 
make full use of this street vocabulary of heterosexuality in order to motivate them and make 
them more engaged into their rendition of the dance of sirens luring Ulysses and his mixed- 
gender crew. Their work in appropriating the moves taught was truly impressive in its novelty. 
They made extensive changes to the spatial arrangement of the piece that I had helped them 
devise. They confidently made suggestions as to the way the group of four sirens (three girls of 
African-Caribbean and one girl of Turkish cultural heritage) should approach Ulysses’ boat. 
They dispersed into the four comers of the hall and gradually circled it swaying their upper torso 
and pelvis in movements reminiscent of belly-dancing with R&B video clip aesthetics. The 
performers showed commitment and enthusiasm throughout the rehearsals but were reluctant to 
show their work to the group. Instead they chose to practice it in isolation in the margins of the 
formal rehearsal space. I noticed that they were made to feel shy and uncomfortable when male 
participants were present.
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Benjamin, Nind et al argue that Black working-class girls often acknowledge equivalent “micro- 
cultural status” in Black working-class boys and can be sensitive to the racialised heterosexual 
meanings of their common discourse (2003, p.556). It is noteworthy however that the four girls 
began to feel more at ease and confident in displaying their dance when an adult male practitioner 
made a burlesque use of heterosexual attraction in his cross-dressing act as the goddess Calypso. 
The boys who had been the annoyingly responsive audience of the sirens’ dance were being given 
a different target on which to direct their performance of masculinity. The adult practitioner 
acted as a steam valve diffusing the attention of the male participants, and by parodying the 
behaviour of female sexuality he kept the girls from feeling assaulted on the grounds of their 
cultural identity. This of course, could be seen as a limiting practice in which male parody has 
the power to produce and approve feminine representation. The sirens had used discreet make-up 
during the dress-rehearsal, however, after noticing the theatrical effects of Calypso’s over-stylised 
femininity they too opted for an over-the-top make-up on the day of the final show. Although 
there was no explicit critique of the images and the meanings employed by the female performers 
and the responses of the male members, there was a tacit and embodied re-evaluation of street 
behaviour and mainstream sexual representation. I argue that the creative process for this dance 
performance had been successful in negotiating familiar imagery and addressing the heterosexual 
discourse within a renewed context of aesthetic relations.
At this point I describe and analyse the performance of two members of New Shed who 
systematically embodied resistance to the inclusive state with its specific morals and aesthetics. 
These were “S” -  the boy with Asperger’s syndrome to whom I referred earlier -  and “D”-  a 
thirteen years old boy with a statement of behavioural disability (hyperactivity and concentration 
deficiency). The two boys formed a strong bond during the workshops that was often expressed 
in conflict and antagonism as well as cooperation and mutual understanding. The two group 
members could be seen as embodying the role of what McLaren theorises as the “class clown” 
(1999, p.l61). As McLaren writes, the boys knew and could communicate through satire and 
humour what the inclusive dance rules were. They understood the secret of their arbitrariness and 
the fact that they were enforced by the teacher/group leader (McLaren, 1999, p. 162).
“D” was diagnosed as having “special needs” in his school and the fact that his mother refused to 
let him come to the sessions unescorted (for fear he would misbehave and cause harm to himself 
and others) was perhaps an indication that he could not escape the effects of this label. S was
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equally recognised as having “special needs” and the group participants had developed a 
particular response to his individual needs and expression. He was seen as the “funny guy” and 
as “the one with the funny way of talking”. The difference between “D” and “S” was that 
whereas “S” appeared to have no effective power over his representation to the group, “D” 
displayed the knowledge and power to frame and mobilise his disability to project different 
dimensions of his identity. “D” was the “cheeky boy” that was fully aware of how others saw 
him and compartmentalised him. He would arguably manipulate others’ feelings and perceptions 
towards his label to get what he needed."^ “D” was trying to empower “S” in manipulating his 
disabled identity in the same manner. He would constantly prod him. Whenever “S” was being 
left outside a group activity due to the eccentric character of his ideas and actions, “D” would be 
there to channel his frustration into a performance that would be ultimately counter-productive to 
whatever the group was trying to achieve. “D” had developed omnipresence due to the fact that 
the group had allowed his mother to call him out every time he misbehaved, according to her. 
After being called out he would then feel free to circulate around the group activity choosing to 
join in whenever he wanted, often unnoticed by his mother and the leaders. As “D” was also 
excluded by the group and most of all by the organisation of the instruction, practitioners like 
myself were trying to be flexible and accommodating to his and his mother’s wishes (often at the 
expense of the collective task). This was seen as double standards by many of the practitioners 
who secretly envied “D” for his ability to come and go as he liked. “D” was additionally 
respected for his knowledge of school structures, relations with specialist staff whom he would 
call by their first name, and for his street kudos.'" “D” saw himself as an adult; he dressed as 
one and frequently displayed his knowledge of adult life by talking to other members about 
smoking, drinking, having sex and general pub culture.
“S” stimulated by “D” would engage in football or hide-and-seek during a “boring” dance 
exercise or would opt for a more “fun” game of punching or racing, where practitioners were 
required to run and catch up with the two boys in order to bring them back to the group. In 
general, “S” and “D” did not seem to enjoy dancing except for when it involved some type of
^For example, he would push the limits of accepted behaviour during the workshops and breaks and when 
told off he would play the card of “behavioural problems” and look for his mother’s support in dealing 
with the insensitivity of the person who did not sympathise with his predicament. Thanks to his mother’s 
constant presence during the workshops, no practitioner was ever in a position to admonish “D”. This 
was considered the task of his mother who would often do it publicly and pretty harshly.
^My opinion is formed through analysis of informal discussion data gathered during my work as New 
Shed’s artistic leader and liaison with the children s parents and carers.
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difficult physical task and competition."’ Benjamin, Nind et al once again offer a more 
politically literate reading of the two boys’ preferences. They argue that the sporting industry has 
constructed an easily recognisable image of “male working-class football superstar” that young 
boys are driven to aspire to (2003, p.551). It is possibly indicative of this desire that “D” sported 
England’s football shirt in almost every session and that would seek every opportunity during a 
round-the-room exercise to “tackle” his fellow members. “S”s fascination with action heroes 
also made him interested in sporting activities and physical games as a platform to explore his 
“super skills”. The two boys desperately sought to see themselves as potential winners. 
Benjamin, Nind et al emphasise that the need to be triumphant is a common characteristic of 
young working-class male culture. As both boys were disabled, being a winner was perhaps an 
appropriate way to resist their label and negotiate a different representation for themselves. It is 
unfortunate that the group structure did not cater for this need but most frequently censored it as 
profane and reactionary to the morality of inclusive tasks. Their pursuit of achievement and 
access to the micro-cultural status of other boys within the group was thus denied and frustration 
at their exclusion grew.
“D” and “S” were acting to achieve the cultural status they were denied through an alternative 
performance of cheeky resistance. The two disabled members’ agency of resistance disrupted the 
practitioners’ authority and “demythologised the classroom power structure” to the eyes of the 
rest of the group (McLaren, 1999, p. 164). This ultimately gave them a status and a function 
within the group; placing them as the leaders of dissent and the winners of the struggle with the 
adult practitioners. Once they felt that they had won the attention and symbolic respect of their 
peers, the two boys would alter their behaviour slightly and seek to re-enter the group dynamics. 
Their coalition would then break to allow each of them to seek different contact with others in the 
group. “D” would usually pursue his laddish actions with other non-disabled boys whereas “S” 
would demand from others a relationship equal to the one he had while with “D”. He would 
somatically require other members to engage with him with genuine attention and enthusiasm. 
He could be seen pulling others towards him with considerable force, grabbing them and 
changing their direction until he brought them to a halt and made them listen to him. Again this 
was seen as a further disruption to the group activities, but, in fact, it was “S”s alternative tactics 
of re-engaging with them.
" ’This is the answer they gave when asked during an oral group feedback about the most and least 
favourite arts activities, in 2004.
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Tlie m^yoar dlj^naiace Ihetween “S” and “D” and other members’ p en d es  lie: in their respective: 
intrnihmræ; wMfe t ie  maianition of the non-disabled participants could be. seen as creativity through 
the u£8£ o f  t i e  and movements distributed by the teacher/group leader, the intention of
“S ”' amdi cmmM be described as creativity through direct, honest and “real” (not simply
aesthetic.) commitment to their person. A tangible difference could be immediately noticed and 
felti between other members’ distanced and abstracted contact (gestural metaphors of touch, 
weight-sharing;, smiles etc) and “S” and “D” visceral embodiment and the immediacy of their 
gestures. Non-disabled students could be seen as accessing the inclusive metaphors of 
ChickenShedl and orderly embodying the norms of inclusive contact through movement and 
dance that “smiles without a face and kisses without lips”. '"  On the contrary “D” and “S”s 
actions can make sense as representations of a socio-cultural rather than an aesthetic learning, 
which can be read as a performative depiction of their lived reality and difference.
There have been many instances where the learning style of the non-disabled clashed with the 
embodied knowledge of the disabled members. With gender, race and class identity politics 
intersecting with dis/ability, excluded participants often sought to destabilise the dominant 
communication mode of the workshops. Boys have shaken the taken-for-granted meanings of 
inclusive contact and introduced sensuality and sexuality to perturb the morality of neutral touch. 
They mocked and denounced the dominant style of defining bodily contact and turned it on its 
head by making it uncomfortable and subversive. When as a leader I asked other members to 
tolerate and “include” this sort of performance in the collective activity, the inclusive morality 
turned against me. I wanted to demonstrate to a girl member how she should dance with “D” 
when he performed his touching o f resistance on me too. He squeezed me hard and touched my 
cheek with his lips in a comical would-be passionate way. Everybody laughed at the sight of me 
being the one who was uncomfortable with his difference, for a change. Their laughter and my 
public embarrassment was quite cathartic since it helped us acknowledge the untidiness of human 
touch and address the issue of gender and sexuality and the sensual politics of proximity in young 
people. The girls who had up to that point complained about “D” without finding sympathy and 
a solution to their problem were avenged. The power of the practitioner had to acknowledge the 
freedom and the agency of the member. I had to talk to “D” and adapt the activity to respect his 
and other people’s experiences and culture. I could no longer erase their resistance to the task set.
^McLaren uses this phrase Id describe the invisible hegemony of the ruling class and the ways it manifests 
symbolically, teaching students to engage with one another cognitively and rationally but not affectively 
and visceral]y aCknOWÎédgMg real personal and social relations, 1999, p.257.
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A new task had to be problem-solved and invented collectively so that a comfortable self- 
presentation was explored and guaranteed for everyone involved.
As a group leader/choreographer I experienced the most empowering and fulfilling moments 
when the creative process confirmed the gathering of individual agencies behind it, and not 
merely my expertise and authority as a practitioner. In the summer of 2005, we devised a show 
called The Haunted Ballroom, a dance piece in which a group of teenagers visit a night-club 
haunted by the different generations of people who danced in it in the past. The story offered an 
opportunity to explore music and dance genres of the past such as waltz, tango, swing, rock and 
roll and disco. Participants were encouraged to do some research beforehand and were 
encouraged to ask friends and relatives about the general mood of those dances, their culture, and 
clothing fashion and perhaps learn a few moves. We, nevertheless, insisted that this should not 
be about technique but about a physical theatre-inspired performance of dancing memories. The 
children were encouraged to choose their favourite era and style and after a short introduction of 
the history, main characteristics and trends of each period (photographic material was provided, 
discussed and used a stimulus for improvisation), the different groups of dancers were formed.
There was considerable excitement about the disco group for which we devised a dancing fight 
between two gangs culminating into solo performances. All of the youth theatre members and the 
majority of Black boys and girls within the children’s theatre had chosen that particular group and 
were rehearsing their dances with enthusiasm, since what appeared to be at stake was their street 
knowledge and cultural expertise, which they now had to prove in front of their peers. Although I 
tried to make the process less competitive I quickly realised the children were investing a lot in 
this symbolic display of skill and achievement and I did not want to take their excitement away. 
Parallel to this group’s work, I have had to assist the rest of the participants with their 
choreography and the staging of the final piece. “S” and “D” were in the same group of the 
waltz and tango era. They were this time included in a representation of adult heterosexual 
behaviour, where “D” would have to antagonise “S” dramatically for dancing with his girlfriend. 
The idea was to do everything in a silent movies style of exaggerated posing. “D” was 
encouraged to use his knowledge of street machismo in a more stylised manner, whereas “S” 
would get the chance to execute a choreographed fighting scene that would give him the chance 
to showcase his comic talents. “U” would play Sean’s partner who, fed up with the male fight, 
walks away and dances by herself.
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“U” is a girl who joined the group with her older sister informing us that she has learning 
difficulties and dyslexia. She was shy but very committed to performing as part of a group and 
had in the past complained about boys’ behaviour during the workshops. So we thought that a bit 
of realism would make this piece of pantomime even more successful. “U” obliged and put some 
genuine candour and originality into her character. She used all her feelings of previous 
resentment towards “silly boys” and delivered the assured movements of an empowered girl, to 
shouts of support from the watching group of disco girls who were chanting “go U go” in an ad 
lib performance of female solidarity that we chose to incorporate in the final piece because of its 
theatrical effects as well as the resonances of objective reality that it had for the members.
In a similar way, “S” and “D” were supported and coached by the “cool guys” of the disco group 
in their performance of “bad sexy boys”. During the rehearsals, boys would stand up and show 
“D” and particularly “S” how to express anger, jealousy and how to start a fight. At points like 
these I would seize the opportunity to encourage members to not only enjoy the process but also 
think critically about the consequences of aggressive behaviour in and outside the studio. “D” 
and “S” had to learn to contain their eagerness and execute their fight in slow motion. The “cool 
guys” had to learn to be responsible about what type of behaviour they were promoting to those 
younger than them. During a session, we had a debate about personal safety and street safety. A 
lot of kids talked about their personal experiences and about times when they faced real danger. 
One of them narrated a heroic escape from someone who was holding a knife. I let participants 
explore real-life relations of power and then enact a parody as a critique of those relations. I 
argue that the discussions that we had during the rehearsals gave the piece something that mere 
inclusive metaphors could not have offered. They gave a sense of purposefulness and agency that 
did much more than the display of acquired dance knowledge or the reproduction of a style could 
ever have done.
The formerly excluded Black boys were active in the process more than ever before; acting as 
advisers for “S”s inclusion in their heterosexual cultural discourse. During this choreography my 
knowledge was displaced by the children’s street-wise expertise. This was a moment of creative 
inclusion defined by Benjamin, Nind et al as a moment where the members “whose presence 
usually disrupts the production of knowledge are now the engaged experts (2003, p.556). 
Students felt comfortable and free to explore their knowledge of the streetcomer in a creative way 
“without avoiding their quest for hegemonic masculinity (Benjamin, Nind et al, 2003, p.556). 
This opened up a platform of uninhibited communication where I was empowered as a teacher to
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include informal knowledge and make excluded members’ contributions valued, but to also 
critique them for their stereotypes and prejudices. Of course during the process they resisted my 
power in framing their input. Besides, as Benjamin, Nind et al write:
Street wisdom is working-class and youthful wisdom... the teachers, whatever
their original class origin, cannot possess it or be seen to possess it.
2003, p.556.
6.5 A Collective Choreographic Utopia ?
My experience with New Shed exposed me to a physicality 1 had never encountered in my 
classical dance education or in my inclusive training with ChickenShed. It was an embodiment of 
real-life relations, issues and feelings and not a cognitive and aestheticised abstraction based on a 
spiritual sense of egalitarianism and inclusive liberal morals. It was an experience of conflict, 
struggle and contradiction where I related to my students and they related to each other directly 
and on the basis of our social and cultural positions and identities. Whenever 1 tried to censor the 
objective basis of our physical contact 1 failed to establish a vivid and sustainable communication 
with and between my students. Each time 1 tried to enforce normative behavioural functions of 
inclusive dance vocabulary, 1 encountered the systematic resistance of the bodies 1 attempted to 
exclude from the aesthetic discourse and its practice. Consequently New Shed’s members were 
not colonised by ChickenShed’s ideology but re-shaped it to meet their demands, fears and 
desires. This does not mean that they were liberated or emancipated from their own cultural 
limitations and material constraints. For New Shed inclusion proved to be a process where the 
contexts surrounding the practice were often much more important that the practice itself. The 
context of the streetcomer, the administrative and funding difficulties that we encountered, the 
relationships between parents and children and between the participants themselves transformed 
the meanings of our dance practice. The real-life problems that were so evident after the 
professional people of ChickenShed left meant that students would not accept smoothly or want 
their inclusion within a weak and vulnerable group. The codes of the symbolic practices 
transmitted by ChickenShed were the first to be met with doubt, uncertainty and ultimately 
resistance. For the first year New Shed Inc. was a project marked with confusion and insecurities 
of bankruptcy and creative failure. But the members embraced it as their own project, they 
changed it into a space where they experienced an alternative understanding of their realities and 
where they opened themselves to the processes of participation, mimesis, spontaneous interaction 
and physical contact.
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For three years New Shed sessions manipulated the codes of inclusive performing arts training 
and its agents formed meanings that were based on a counter-culture, what McLaren theorises as 
an “anti-structure”(1999, p. 145). They assisted me and other leaders in re-defining inclusive 
creativity as including and respecting individual learning styles and addressing discrepancies in 
cultural capital that were ultimately adding to the uniqueness of members. The creative journey 
was not without problems; when all structural impositions were challenged, the negotiations and 
the struggle for individual affirmation were fierce. The students often expressed feelings of 
resentment accentuated by the social context, antagonisms with parents, the street culture, and 
their peers. Members and practitioners felt that inclusion was an aesthetic construction that was 
not translating their realities authentically, so we sought an alternative sense of inclusion in which 
our contact and equality would be through critical analysis and creative response to our common 
troubles and the social obstacles we were encountering. Creating dances in New Shed Inc. had to 
bear wimess to what members felt was the “real” and not the symbolic meaning of their life 
experiences. The groups’ inclusive dance practice had to be radicalised and re-constructed in 
order to express the students’ “lived sense of difference from the dominant codes of middle-class 
propriety”, which were embedded in ChickenShed’s values (McLaren, 1999, p. 145).
I believe that within the project of New Shed Inc. I enjoyed a glimpse of utopia; in the sense that 
the lived realities of excluded individuals could be seen as validated and transcended 
performatively.'" New Shed Inc. moved a step beyond ChickenShed’s inclusion in that dance- 
making offered a novel context within which members applied, developed and somewhat altered 
their existing cultural strategies of using their bodies. Nevertheless, 1 acknowledge that there is 
still a lot to be done towards critiquing and monitoring some of the values associated with some 
of the members’ expressive cultures (such as sexism, machismo, homophobia, racial 
stereotyping). I argue that inclusion of certain cultural symbols can both empower and limit. 
Nevertheless, there is productive energy in the tensions between diverse and contradictory 
identities collaborating in the cultural creation; between the normative/stereotypical 
representations of some members and the transformational sociality that emerges in the dance 
process. I suggest that trying to impose a resolution to such encounters can be unproductive. A
® In this part of the chapter, inclusive dance-making in New Shed Inc is analysed for its ability to create 
ideological possibilities that “are not there” yet (Greek: ou topos). I perceive my limited experience of 
utopian dance practice as an opening up to potential change, both in acquired habits and ideas, facilitated 
by the encounter and engagement with difference. All the transformative possibilities are not “there yet” 
and empowerment is not necessarily realised, but at least there is space and time allowing for and 
inviting transformation.
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more democratic embodied critical praxis may actually depend on and be sustained by bodily 
difference and cultural dissent. I feel that I should have further encouraged members to partake 
in inclusion as an intercultural negotiation. At the same time I should avoid patronising those 
members I see as culturally ‘immature’ or disruptive. I should push them to challenge their 
assumptions in the same way I should push myself. Ultimately it is through our shared praxis that 
our cultures can be confronted and changed. Despite the contradictions within New Shed Inc. I 
suggest that there were instances where cooperation and expressive communication facilitated 
interpersonal critique and a symbolic control that was often student-generated.
In conclusion, I would like to emphasise two points resulting from my empirical engagement with 
New Shed Inc. The first relates to what I define as a short and ephemeral success of the group in 
recognising and honouring social relations and lived experience as the primordial material of 
artistic creativity. I argue that the project succeeded in producing original and sometimes critical 
representations of and responses to the social relations of inclusion/exclusion. The second point 
relates to the definition of inclusion itself. In this I agree fully with the research results of 
educationalists Benjamin, Nind et ah
Inclusion is not a target to be hit, or a goal to be reached, nor is it a final 
destination of a road of continuous linear improvement. Rather inclusion is an 
ongoing process: marked out by struggle and negotiation, and worked out 
through interpersonal actions and relations in a wider social and political context.
2003, p.556.
Finally, I reiterate the importance of a political understanding of the socio-cultural categories 
active in the struggle for inclusion (race, class, gender, ability and their intersections) so that the 
necessary conditions for alternative curriculum instruction and egalitarian change can be 
created.'"”
'"“In this again I align myself with the critical educational research undertaken by Benjamin, Nind et al, 
2003, p.556, and Giroux’s theory of ideology for change (1993, 1997)
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CHAPTER 7
ADVOCATING DIFFERENCE THROUGH MAINSTREAM STAGE
AESTHETICS
This chapter considers the ethics of inclusion as they are manifest in stage representation, with 
particular reference to ChickenShed’s 2005 production of Globaleyes. The imagery and 
semantics produced by mainstream inclusive sites such as ChickenShed, are then followed 
through their social journey and their deployment by neoliberal discourse as tools for reading 
difference and resistance within contemporary globalised political practices (such as the 2005 G8 
summit and the Make Poverty History campaign). My mode of analysis for studio processes and 
their staged outcomes is inspired by Petra Kuppers’ use of textual analysis in reading, what she 
calls the “politics of visibility” and the representational strategies of alternative and radical 
performance (1998, p.50). Integrating theoretical insights from poststructuralist, feminist and 
disability studies’ perspectives with dance analysis, the chapter discusses the aesthetic choices 
associated with inclusivity and highlights problematic notions associated with the disabled body. 
Specific performances of the dancing body are studied, with extra focus put on the projected 
relationship between the bodies on stage, as well as between them and the audience. It is argued 
that it is not only the choreographic material that can be conventional but also its visual framing 
which is unable to oppose dominant binaries.''” The aim is to show that for as long as inclusive 
performance does not escape the division between those who have and those who have not, power 
will continue unchallenged to construct sociality as a relationship between ‘strong able’ and 
‘weak disabled’, and reduce difference (be it sexual, physical, racial or that of class) to otherness 
either desired or un-desired.
This of course is my personal reading of the aesthetic strategies of ChickenShed in articulating an 
inclusive view of the world. As Kuppers writes “awareness of [one’s own] narrativity” is integral 
to critical methodology:
Everything I say about a dance can never be more than a representation of it, a 
construct, shaped in between my reading and the work itself.
Kuppers, 1998, p.55.
''"Here my critique draws from Helen Thomas’ analysis of the subjugation of contact improvisation-style 
to visual organisation and conventional presentation, 2003.
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Following a desire to read in between the lines of artistic inclusivity, in a more socio-political 
manner, analysis should not for a minute dismiss the effects of personal agency. Artistic and 
subjective agency cannot be simply reduced to a “false consciousness” or equated to neoliberal 
political correctness.''*^ The aspiration here, however, is to show how interrelated identity 
representation is with cultural politics and how intricate the web of imagery and action that 
informs the discourse of advocacy for disability and poverty. Connecting the studio to the stage 
and the proscenium arch to the theatre of contemporary politics, this chapter seeks to be 
intertextual in that it tries to broaden the vocabulary of aesthetic practices to account for political 
choices. An intertextual socio-cultural analysis could perhaps be successful in bridging 
theoretical insights with the complexities of individual agency and the “perversely tenacious 
complexities of real life” (Kuppers, 1999, p.332). Inclusion could after all prove to be a 
contemporary fantasy, a set of discourses and practices permeated with the same flaws and 
injustices as those of the existing socio-economic system.
In response to the project of critical pedagogy 1 endorse, this chapter treats ethical, aesthetic and 
political considerations as interconnected and inseparable and the shaping/informing between 
moral discourse and cultural practice as mutual. Integrating ethics and aesthetics does not 
necessarily mean that the aesthetic is the political, but as Isobel Armstrong claims “it may make 
the political possible” (in Still, Worton , 1993).''*  ^Nevertheless, for that project of integration to 
flourish what is needed is not merely a novel aesthetics of difference but “differential aesthetics”; 
according to which difference and the individual body is not represented in terms of the other 
“but in relation to the multiple dimensions of the self’ (Florence, Foster, 2000, p.31). Aesthetics 
can be understood as “living dialectics” in that respect, accounting for the “economy of the 
body/sign” (Kuppers, 2000, p. 157). 1 suggest that the body/sign economy of inclusive aesthetics 
rests in binary categorisation laden with either/or relations and body/mind dualisms. It is possible 
however for dance representation to become radical, particularly when agents create new 
subjectivities, which are not marked by marginalised difference or dominant desire.
'''^The notion of ‘false consciousness’ derives from Marx and Engels’ theory of ideology {The German 
Ideology in Selected Works, 1969). It is employed to support the argument that individuals have a false 
image of the real world and to emphasise the extent to which ideology inverts objective relations and 
naturalises inequality and exploitation. Lukacs’ writings (1971) give rise to an understanding of all 
ideology as ‘false consciousness’. Many theorists (following Karl Mannheim’s critique of Marxism, 
1929) have opposed the idea of ‘false consciousness’ for implying that “the m ^s of people, with the 
exception of Marxists who possess a ‘correct analysis’, are deluded and living a false existence
(Brooker, 1999, p. 114). , , « . _ . .
''"Armstrong and her fellow contributors appear to be reclaiming the aesthetic for the left and for feminism.
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7.1 The “Mother Metaphor”: Failing to Represent Inclusion as an Alternative Form 
of Sociality
The production of Globaleyes (2005) was the result of ChickenShed’s creative process started in 
2003. The company states that it was inspired by criticisms on the effects of globalisation.''*'* As 
a response, it created a piece of dance theatre that reflects on the concepts of fair trade, child 
labour, war, urbanisation, consumerism, celebrity culture and environmental catastrophe. 
Globaleyes is formed by fourteen scenes; each meant to employ movement, music, spoken word 
and scenography to raise feelings and questions about the state of the world in the 21 century. 
Its imagery invites audiences to ‘soul-search’ on the imbalances, injustices, and destruction 
alluded to on the stage, and to imagine possibilities of hope for future generations (see Appendix 
7 for the running order of the scenes and their titles).
The relationship between parents and children, protectors and protected is a recurrent image- 
metaphor in ChickenShed’s stage productions. Adult cast frequently surrounds the children’s 
theatre members with embracing gestures and cradling movements. In the first act of Globaleyes 
entitled Mother Twin, two adult female dancers can be seen sitting on the floor facing the 
audience. Right in front of them, fi-amed by their adult torsos are two children; one girl and one 
boy. They too look at the audience with their heads nested comfortably in the female dancers’ 
chests. The adult performers arrange their legs and arms so that they accommodate the children 
sitting cross-legged. They appear to provide an inviting human structure enveloping the younger 
bodies; something like a rounded throne, a fleshy armchair or a womb. The female shoulders are 
contracting towards the children and their chins tower above the little heads. Adult arms are 
casing the smaller limbs. The female dancers and the children move in tandem, turning to look at 
each other to mirror a smile; as an expression of benevolence. This image of connection between 
older and younger siblings, mother and child, carer and cared for remains strong throughout the 
show. The bodies of the adult performers might not be so close to the children as they were 
during the floor sequence but the semantic bond between them is established firmly and does not 
go away easily. It is there in the reader’s mind with its presence acting not only as a link that 
connects all action on the stage but also a filter that offers a limiting and dichotomous 
interpretation of representations across the social realm.
%  particular by the writing of Naomi Klein’s critique of corporate culture in No Logo, and Anita 
Roddick’s thinking on fair trade in Take It Personally {Wemeyou, The Chicken Shed magazine, April 
2003, p.2).
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ChickenShed’s creative process values and transmits manifestations of inclusivity in a very 
conscious manner. A caring attitude is encouraged, cultivated and (during the rehearsals) stylised 
to big effect. The non-disabled performers learn to give much focus and attention to even the 
most subtle indication of emotion and creativity on behalf of their disabled partners. The way 
non-disabled participants are seen to engage with difference is crucial to the company’s 
distinctive aesthetic identity. ChickenShed’s trademark is embodied in the responsive, smiling- 
back, sensitive, perceptible and nuanced dancer that does not get absorbed in her own body and 
the technique but is always capable of presenting her/self as the platform for an ethical 
interaction; an inclusive partnership and a mothering relationship. Dancers are motivated to excel 
in this portrayal of inclusion. The choreographer and the associate director often encourage them 
to scrutinise themselves in recorded material from the rehearsals. The camera is there to play the 
part of the audience’s gaze. It functions as a mirror capable of detecting fake inclusion and 
exalting authentic feeling.
The dancers learn to refine and aestheticise the way they look, touch and move with others. They 
learn to render visible (to theatricalise) the intention of their movement depending on the 
narrative context of their performance. Honesty of intention and honesty of movement are seen as 
the source of excellence in inclusive d a n c e . T h e  question is how one accesses and assesses that 
honesty. With inclusion, tolerance, acceptance, friendship and love being the leading concepts 
behind most of the company’s main stage repertory, the dancers are required to become experts in 
externalising a sense of openness thought as “the key to the communication that emanates from 
the body, the person, the soul, to the audience” (Inclusive Dance module, p.26). Globaleyes' 
director of dance/principal choreographer emphasises the importance of an “emotional filter” and 
a “truthful communication of feeling” as the basis for the development of inclusive dance 
performance (from the same module material, p.26). It is in this context that Paula Rees’ 
quotations on her experiences of dance are used as inspirational guidance. She writes: ‘I know 
that the best movements come from a heart that moves and a soul that dances (same course 
material, p.28). In response to this quotation and to an improvisation involving Paula, a company 
dancer states: “Paula dances with her heart but is now learning how to dance with her body; I 
must leam the opposite ” (same course material, p.29). This is not the case of a dancer who has
’'‘^ Middlesex University School of Lifelong Learning and Education, Inclusivity and the Performing Arts 
course material (Module 1: Inclusive Dance) is authored by ChickenShed’s director of dance: In page 32, 
a learning-disabled dancer is described as “the embodiment of the company’s philosophy in the 
unadulterated honesty he brings to bear upon his performance .
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been previously unable to draw on her emotions in order to express herself creatively. Her 
discourse reveals the division between her identity and theatrical representation as a non-disabled 
dancer and her unequal relationship to a disabled performer seen here as the source of 
unadulterated emotional qualities; idealised and rendered other not through her physical 
difference but through an assumed emotional essence.
For the non-disabled dancer, inclusive dance appears to be the enactment of a specific 
relationship between two different identities. In this enactment the non-disabled person is 
thought of as the appreciator, the inspired and touched social actor that opens up to difference 
outwards and in front of the audience’s eyes, setting the inclusive example for everyone else to 
follow. The dancer mystically engages with the true source of humanity, which, unlike her, the 
professional, non-authentic craftswoman, is naturally able to convey artistic purity and devotion. 
This might not be a deliberately malicious conceptualisation of disability as an extraordinary 
defect but it nonetheless exposes another type of discourse positing disability as out-of-this-world 
charisma. Even when used with the best of intentions to promote an ethics of human kindness, 
this discourse cannot but have a de-humanising effect. It perceives disability as a spiritual 
attribute and disabled people as innocent and almost pre-social. This metaphysics of difference 
perpetuates the divide between us and them, between the centre and the margins. By presenting 
the margins as an unspoilt transformational space (somewhere out there waiting to be discovered 
and preserved by those in the centre) inequality cannot be erased successfully. Inequality is 
simply replaced by a more benign interpretation of difference.
Paula Rees and Belinda (Bindi) Sharer became involved in the company 17 years ago and were 
members of the cast o f  Globaleyes. They both have different degrees of cerebral palsy. Paula, 
who has been diagnosed with a severe form of the particular disability and spina bifida, 
communicates by pointing at words with a stick while someone holds her arm still, whereas Bindi 
uses speech. According to Globaleyes ’ programme notes, Bindi’s “dancing talent was discovered 
and developed and ever since she has felt at home and happy within Chicken Shed” {Globaleyes 
p.34). In ChickenShed and Middlesex University’s joint course on Inclusivity, Paula is presented 
as a member of the company who has always expressed a strong desire to perform on stage. One 
of the course units entitled “Life is Good When You’re In It” is a case study of Paula’s life with 
material written by Paula herself. In this case study, which has also been staged as a 
dramatisation of her life, Paula’s ability to think, communicate with her environment and 
understand language is discovered by her mother. She has had to fight the prejudices of the
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medical establishment diagnosing that Paula was so cerebrally damaged that she would never be 
able to so much as recognise her own parents. Persevering in her belief that her daughter is equal 
to any other child, her mother ignored the advice to leave her in a mental health institution 
choosing instead to spend hours talking and reading to her, until one day she noticed Paula 
moving her eyes purposefully in the direction of the objects or printed images.
Somehow, the immense natural intelligence of a girl blithely dismissed as a 
vegetable by a long sequence of medical experts had enabled her to leam the 
rudiments of reading. From this epiphany, it was slow progress. Jan taught 
Paula to jerk her body one way for yes, the other for no. Paula wept with relief 
the first time she did so. Later, after reading My Left Foot, Jan attached a device 
like Christy Nolan’s to Paula’s forehead so she could point at words...Two years 
later, when still no one outside the family would believe that Paula had a mind at 
all, Jan heard about Chicken Shed, and for her and her family everything 
changed.
Norman, 2002, p.2.''*^
Paula’s mother died in 2004 and Paula continues to be part of the company collaborating with the 
director of education in writing lyrics. Her father is also involved in set construction for 
ChickenShed’s shows. Paula is a full-time employee and she spends her whole day attending 
workshops, rehearsals and as many educational and outreach events as she can possibly. It 
appears she has developed particularly strong bonds with two of the company’s male dancers 
Robin Shillingsaw and Loren Jacobs. Her continuous presence and the trusting relationships she 
has forged with company members have allowed the dance department to explore a creative 
approach to Paula’s presence within the group and on stage. The company’s principal 
choreographer talks about a creative breakthrough in the way Paula’s difference was dealt with 
artistically.
The shift has been jfrom surrounding Paula with freely moving dancers in order to 
involve her and accentuate her character (theatrical role) to drawing her 
physically right in to the choreographed action through contact with the other 
dancers. This has been a gradual move forward as Paula and other dancers have 
grown in confidence and found new ways to express the artistic brief given 
(namely to “develop her movement out of her chair and with her fellow 
partners”) .
‘^ This article, celebrating ChickenShed as a place where “lives are transformed” has been widely 
photocopied and circulated by the company as part of their outreach pack. It praises the ethos of the 
female founders of the company (Mary Ward and Jo Collins) and the parents of the disabled members 
who have fought enormous adversities to be able to get their children access to mainstream education and 
the arts. The rhetoric of overcoming obstacles is a common feature of ChickenShed’s literature, self­
promotion and identity as a site.
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Niering, Inclusive Dance module, p.28.
The course material is not explicit as to what triggered the decision to explore Paula’s physicality 
except her expressed wish to perform. However, the criticism made by a disability magazine that 
Paula was reduced to playing the part of “a living, breathing prop” on stage, might in fact be the 
reason behind presenting a creative response in defense of the company’s inclusive method.'"^ 
ChickenShed wishes to distinguish its practices from that of “poorly-performed community arts”, 
which it often associates implicitly with the disability movement (see Norman, 2002, p.2). At the 
same time, the company is undoubtedly aware of the creative developments, critical acclaim and 
commercial success of integrated dance companies active in the United Kingdom such as high- 
profiled CandoCo.
According to ChickenShed’s philosophy, there are two things a company that involves difference 
should be avoiding at all cost. The first is what they perceive to be the political correctness of the 
arts establishment choosing to support and fund only issue-based work that presumably victimises 
the disabled people. The second is the patronisation of the disabled by “affecting to include them 
in an activity from which their bodies prevent them playing anymore than a passive role”.’'*® 
Candoco’s founder Adam Benjamin’s influential book Making an Entrance. Theory and Practice 
for Disabled and Non-Disabled Dancers was published the same year (2002) that ChickenShed 
got invited to star in the procession for the Queen’s jubilee down the Mall. It can be presumed 
that the book and its rigorous analysis of the ethics and difficulties of inclusive practice has 
boosted the company’s confidence towards extending the boundaries of what might happen 
between disabled and non-disabled performers.
At the time, under personal capacity and through contact with ChickenShed’s director of dance, I 
noticed an increasing concern with issues of integration and choreography similar to those put 
forward by Benjamin’s agenda. During an informal conversation, the company’s dance director 
confirmed her vivid interest in Benjamin’s principled use of contact improvisation. In this
’'‘’This criticism has been reported to me anecdotally on a number of occasions. It has not been possible to 
identify the specific source of the comment on Paula’s representation but I can attest to the fact that 
reporting this comment as a denigrating insult to a member of the company has served to construct 
ChickenShed as a site in opposition to disability arts (accused of opting for segregation instead of 
inclusion).
''*®These two views are expressed as the pitfalls of inclusive performance in Matthew Norman’s article in 
The Guardian. Norman appears to see through what he calls “the jealousy, rivalry and ideological 
warfare” of the world of charity and disability politics. He is, however, overtly sympathetic to the cause 
of Chicken Shed’s directors Collins and Ward when they say: “The establishment think we’re middle- 
class people with no political message... they are wrong. We re the radicals , p.4.
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context of rediscovering the relevance of an inclusive dance method to reinforce ChickenShed’s 
identity, disabled members Paula Rees, Bindi Sharer and Brendan Walsh were invited to meet 
once a week over the coume of a term with non-disabled dancers Basi Gonzalez, Loren Jacobs, 
Robin Shillingsaw and Dina Williams. Under the guidance of the director and associate director 
of dance, the non-disabled members were encouraged to use their spontaneity to develop 
improvisations based on Paula and Bindi’s specific movement qualities and dynamics. Basi 
Gonzalez, who has also trained at the Laban Centre and claims to be inspired by the 
improvisational style of Henry Montes and Kirsty Simpson, has been instrumental in the 
elaboration of a flowing contact style in the dance studio (informal discussion with the dancer and 
rehearsal observation 20/01, 27/02, 5/03, 2004). Basi’s style of work with disabled performers 
Bindi and Brendan has provided a definite example for the dancers who were less experienced in 
contact improvisation and its aesthetics. Loren Jacobs, a performer of lithe physicality and 
strength partnered Paula with confidence during the workshop period mirroring and 
complementing Basi’s self-assured technique.
Paula and Bindi were seen to provide an opportunity for a group of non-disabled dancers “to 
experience the development of innovative and personally challenging dance” (Inclusive Dance 
module, p.29). Their individual bodies were the uncharted territory upon which inclusive dance 
technique would emerge. This is how the director of dance describes this creative epiphany:
Paula would generate original movements which, with ‘open’ bodies and eyes 
would be empathised with, interpreted and developed in a variety of ways. The 
group communicated a sensitive collaborative creativity as untried physical 
gestures, types of contact and impressive contortions evolved at every moment.
Niering, Inclusive Dance module, p.29.
The choice of words such as “empathised” and “interpreted” reveals a discourse that is quite 
different fi-om Benjamin’s account of integrated efforts. He too had worked with Bindi Sharer 
during the inception of Candoco and this is how he describes her improvisations with a non­
disabled student (Victoria Jane Marks):
(they) had grown up playing and dancing together. Their familiarity, ease and 
playfulness with each other was a constant source of information and inspiration.
Benjamin, 2002, p.73.
Benjamin employs a much less hierarchical way to explain what happens between two different 
bodies. Here, improvisation is not a question of confi-onting physical challenges to be understood
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and problem-solved internally by the non-disabled artist, but an egalitarian idiosyncratic play 
with unforeseen outcomes. It is of immense importance that in ChickenShed’s sessions Paula and 
Bindi were being partnered by male dancers. The discourse and practice is gendered as a result; 
both participants have the agency to be open and try out ideas, but it is the male agency that gets 
the pleasure and recognition offinding out creative solutions:
Trying out and finding new movement and ways of using our bodies within the 
space -  this sensual experience, which I am so pleased I have become a part of, 
lets me feel a creative input to the work and inspires me.
Robin Shillingshaw commenting on a session with Paula, Inclusive Dance
module, p.29.
From Paula’s perspective, all that the research possesses as a testimony to what she experienced 
during the sessions is her quotes. Her observations are reported here with a lot of scepticism 
since I was not present when Paula originally composed them. It could also be possible that a 
certain amount of interpretation and filtering has occurred on behalf of ChickenShed staff that 
helps her communicate. However, Paula’s voice should be heard in whatever form that takes. 
The following is a sample of her writings that feature in Middlesex’s Inclusivity course. Paula’s 
agency is expressed as is her choice in engaging with others. A significant shifting of power 
relationships between ‘leaders’ and ‘led’ is evident in what she describes:
I love the physical support we feel when we link arms and fly on the floor and in 
the mind. I feel so sure when I am making movements now because I feel happy 
that in my own small way I am creating some freedom of movement in others.
Case Study -  Paula Rees, Inclusive Dance module, p.28.
Paula’s movement is restricted to subtle arm and hand gestures and jerking of the head. During 
the improvisations she is usually lifted and carried by one of the dancers or she is accommodated 
on one’s lap (see photograph in Appendix 8). This is not uncommon in improvisations that 
involve profound physical disability. Benjamin goes to great lengths to explain how important it 
is “to take time to listen to the energy of the contact you are making with each other” (2002, 
p. 121). He emphasises the risk of wanting to invent movement and impose it upon another body. 
He urges practitioners to keep listening and “be true to the impulses” they receive (2002, p. 121). 
He most significantly encourages dancers to identify moments where they were faking it. For 
example, Benjamin asks dancers to be aware of those instances when they kept moving while 
their partner was still and when there was no connection between the movers. This questioning 
attitude is often missing from the discourse and studio practices observed within ChickenShed as
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part of this research. There are undoubtedly practitioners who do have the knowledge, experience 
and instinct to make profound mind and body connections with fellow performers. Basi 
Gonzalez who as explained is more familiar with contact improvisation than other young 
members of ChickenShed to know what is demanded of him, voices the following criticism:
Many people ... could not make this connection because they were too 
preoccupied with getting their own particular role right. They were not 
‘listening’, they were not open to mutual exchange, and they were not sharing 
their knowledge and experiences. They seemed only to be concerned with 
themselves rather than opening up to see themselves as an integral part of the 
bigger picture.
Basi Gonzalez, Case study 2, Inclusive Dance, p.33.
Basi’s vocabulary has an ethical dimension. It prompts inquiry as to why inclusion might not 
work. However, it is not just the attitude of some young and inexperienced dancers, too eager for 
recognition of their talent and stage exposure, that is the obstacle, but ChickenShed’s whole 
approach in structuring and delivering workshops from top to bottom. Participants can be all too 
easily obsessed with the way they look or are seen to project their inclusive talent for visual 
appraisal. This can be exacerbated by the fact that sessions are often captured on video and 
movement material is appreciated in terms of a presentable achievement of inclusion. The 
exercises and workshops of ChickenShed, despite their similarities to Benjamin’s ideas for 
improvisation, are organised around the principles of group unity and harmony. This investment 
in unity of purpose and strength in numbers can lead to uniformity of action and shape. What 
ChickenShed seeks is a polished performance able to convince audiences that inclusion works. 
The company’s directors cherish press coverage that describes their shows as “realisation of a 
utopian fantasy”.''*^  Inclusive aesthetics here seem to be more preoccupied with making a 
statement to a non-disabled audience about “how much better and happier our world would be if 
we all worked together despite our differences”. It is more an aesthetic argument for cohesion 
and less a poetics of individuality and the possible tensions that can arise in the encounter of 
individualities.
Inclusion appears forever tom between the need to please the dominant aesthetics and get 
mainstream recognition thanks to a successful portrayal of human order, and between the ethics
"9See Norman’s article in The Guardian, 2002 quoting Anita Roddick: “when you see the work of the 
company all of humanity is there”, as well as Trevor Nunn: “the company shows us a glimpse of a more 
perfect world in which human beings of every kind share their talents in mutual dependence”. 
www.chickenshed.org.uk.
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of unselfish communication and openness. It is perhaps irreconcilable to want to respect and give 
time to individual expression whilst aiming for the visual projection and theatrical celebration of 
a collective utopia. Questions as to “why this might not work”, or what might be missing in the 
process, or failing to be represented or even who might choose to resist inclusive representation, 
get easily brushed under the carpet or attributed to bad faith and blamed on individual agendas.'^”
Integrating a poststructuralist, feminist and neo-Marxist critique here, inclusive dance can be seen 
as ignoring the question of inequality between the participants. As Benjamin writes: “the sharing 
of time and place among ‘unequal’ bodies raises questions that are not just physical but also 
‘ethical’” (2002, p.44). He argues that if ethics of difference and inequality are not being 
recognised and built into the practice then the work does not qualify as inclusive but is just a 
conventional procedure with some disabled participants in attendance. The use of video 
equipment to capture inclusive conduct for instance is marked by the unequal power between 
those who can see and judge and those who are objectified by this privileging of the sight. Field 
observation does not offer an instance where Paula checks herself on the camera but I have 
noticed Brendan Walsh follow the logic of complementing harmoniously the group action and 
turning to the camera to see how he goes.'^'
ChickenShed’s rhetoric seems too self-congratulatory when it comes to assessing the access of 
the disabled members into the workshops and rehearsals. Dance sessions with Paula and Bindi 
are ubiquitously earmarked as “enormous steps forward” for the company’s method. The 
subtleties and creative problems, tensions, resistances and failures of disability arts and integrated 
work that Benjamin has documented seem lost to ChickenShed’s approach. It is not that 
problems do not occur or that the contact of the participants does not generate the same thought- 
provoking responses as within other inclusive sites (see Cox on CandoCo and Norwood on 
Anjali, in Animated 2007), but there seems to be a vision that tends to accept the inequality of 
representation as normal; between able and dis/abled, men and women, adults and children. 
Despite openness to Paula’s creative input, there are many instances in ChickenShed productions
'^“Agencies that resist are analysed later on in this chapter with reference to a lived incident involving 
disabled performer Kate Lawrence and myself.
" ' i t  has to be said however, that use of visual material can in fact facilitate choreographic memory and 
enhance creativity among performers with learning disabilities. Learning-disabled dancers companies 
such as Magpie and Anjali make extensive use of recorded material but have framed it as an aid to 
artistic production of the disabled performers and not as an aesthetic aim for scrutiny. Anjali in 
particular uses postmodern aesthetics that have more to do with abstraction, space, and time and less with 
group shapes and spectacle.
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where dancers who are not as fit, young, fast and flexible as others remain at the back of the stage 
and on the outskirts of the dance. They mirror movement or echo a gesture generated by a central 
character and are quickly seen as “enraptured in their work and contributing fully to the 
performance alongside a predominantly able-bodied cast” (Norman on ChickenShed’s musical 
The Attraction, 2002, p.2). Benjamin, amongst others, argues that it is precisely this casual 
normality in the way cultural prerequisites invest meaning, value, skill and achievement that 
should be challenged by integrated dance.’152
The opportunity to find oneself immersed in a deep physical conversation with another body and 
not to know or want to anticipate the outcome, is always there in ChickenShed’s dance 
department’s sessions.'”  As a participant-observer I have experienced the openness of Bindi 
Sharer’s technique, guiding, sometimes softly other times firmly, in the direction that her body 
weight needed to shift. The patience and commitment of disabled performers willing to try 
different partnerships, welcoming the touch and proximity of inexperienced outsiders is 
noteworthy. Their compliance to share with strangers aspects of their individual physicalities, 
without ever wanting to be reduced to them, can make the observer admire their wistfulness and 
the unassuming nature of their performance. But these experiences can also warn against easy 
readings of difference. They can push the non-disabled dancer to de-objectify her partner and 
feel difference as a lived energy flowing from one body to the other, sometimes binding them 
together sometimes tearing them apart.
The main problem identified with the way ChickenShed’s method channels these improvisations 
is the discursive reluctance to speak of difference. There is always the chaotic possibility of a 
‘break-down’, exasperating and surrendering in front of a body and a movement so different that 
it has to be intimately known before it becomes part of a shared representation/performance. 
Moments of breaking-down are important in getting to know oneself and others but they are ruled 
out by ChickenShed’s non-disabled directors. They are viewed as unproductive and substituted 
with a controlled exercise that has as its ultimate goal the stage. In March 2004,1 observed three
152 Whatley employs the work of Kuppers and Albright to also promote the idea that inclusive dance 
performance can challenge audience assumptions on difference (2007). Based on her research with dance 
students in Coventry University, she identifies viewing strategies that can alter existing cultural 
constructions of otherness and instead “celebrate the possibilities of change because of difference” (207,
'” ^“l2mersion” is one of the strategies for viewing difference that Whatley analyses. She argues that it 
attends to ongoing sensations, engaging with the “how” not the “what” of movement. It is an experience 
of “becoming” through engaging with difference, something more readily accessed by those with dance 
and improvisational backgrounds (2007, p.20-21).
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of ChickenShed’s rehearsals for a fundraising gala performance. Bindi Sharer and Bassi 
Gonzalez were leading an improvisation to a love ballad written by the company’s director of 
music Jo Collins. The piece was called “Perfect Woman”. The following is a description of the 
improvisation as rehearsed by the group and as appearing in my notes.
In the beginning the group of six dancers (another two male-female couples) 
were asked to improvise around the idea of flow. The two non-disabled couples 
(Loren Jacobs and Belinda McGuirk, Mark Lees and Dina Williams) seemed to 
have no problem finding flowing rhythms and changing between one shape and 
another usually in curving configurations and sinuous lifts of the female dancer 
by the male. Bindi and Basi appeared to experience much more difficulty trying 
to establish a rapid flowing change between positions mainly due to Bindi’s brisk 
involuntary movement and stiffiiess of the torso. As they battled against each 
other’s shifts and turns they seemed increasingly displeased with the result and 
frustrated. Basi seemed exhausted (and did not try to hide it) by the physical 
exertion of having to lift and move Bindi fi’om one position to the other while her 
weight was grounding him down to the floor. He said to Bindi “Your body is 
heavy today. Last time you were lighter”. When Basi suggested a break I had a 
brief chat with Bindi. She told me she felt that she could not achieve this flow 
and she was angry at herself. When Basi returned I asked him what he thought 
of it and he replied that Bindi must be tired and that there were times where she 
has been much more bendy and supple than that particular day. When the 
choreographer came to watch how far the improvisation had progressed that day, 
she openly characterised the work as ‘unfulfilling’ and in ‘need of re-thinking’.
Field notes taken on Friday 5*’’ March 2004.
The following two weeks with the gala approaching and with dancers having to rehearse a couple
of other pieces, “Perfect Woman” took the shape of a conventional modem pas-de-deux;
The two non-disabled couples were performing the flowing sequence at a speed 
to match the rhythm of the song. Basi and Bindi were seating on the floor most 
of the time, their bodies entwined and their arms flowing fi-om one embracing 
movement to the other. This was on three occasions countered by a lift in which 
Bindi’s body remained full of effort and control, unlike the bodies of the non­
disabled dancers resting upon their partners’ arms in abandon. The only change 
that I noticed was that Bindi and Basi did not have to move as quickly and were 
contrapuntal to the pattern of the other two couples, who had to join them in their 
hugging sequences synchronising their improvisation in order to meet them on 
time. I felt optimistic about the end product. I thought it to be quite 
“empowering” to present a rather sensual piece of choreography with Bindi’s 
female disabled body in such immediacy with the male body. Bindi, despite her 
initial frustration, told me that she was happy to be part of this. I thought that the 
aesthetics of the piece could break down some barriers around the taboo issue of 
sex and disability.
Field notes taken on 12 March 2004.
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What was presented in the night of the gala, to an audience sitting in cabaret-style round tables 
where dinner was served, was much removed from what I had imagined during the rehearsal. 
The choreography had acquired that very inclusive essence that ChickenShed is proud of; it had 
turned to a symbolism about relationships, the need for support and inter-dependence. The non­
disabled dancers were able to reflect Bindi’s tense posture and at times they appeared to be 
turning away from their partners. Their feet were as strongly flexed as Bindi’s and their 
projection of effort instead of abandon made for much more interesting stylistics. However, 
Bindi was not coming through as an empowered “perfect woman”. The live orchestra performed 
the music at a faster tempo and her jagged moves appeared as an effort to catch up with others. 
Perhaps, had the music been more experimental, then it would have allowed for a more abstract 
portrayal of womanhood and for different, less traditional movement dynamics. In reality, the 
company’s choice to fit Bindi’s body into a heterosexual couple structure where she was visually 
compared to mainstream non-disabled femaleness, denied her the chance to project the bodily 
choice, control and self-determination that she demonstrated in the studio; supporting Ann 
Cooper Albright’s view (1997) about the way dance images that are subjugated to the 
conventional discourses of ballet do in fact ‘normalise’ rather than subvert disability.
ChickenShed’s aesthetic decisions are often taken with a view not to outrage liberal sensibilities. 
Bindi might personally feel happy to be part of a traditional heterosexual pas-de-deux, and it is 
her right to choose to do so instead of wanting to be involved in some radical performance of 
queer disabled sexuality. Neither guarantees her empowerment and liberation. Different types of 
representation though will expose her to different readings of her identity by members of the 
audience. As Kuppers argues, members of a culture have specific value-schemes and centralities 
with which they recognise and appreciate performance (2003, p.21). Mainstream culture 
possesses conceptual strategies that allow viewers to find a comfortable position in relation to the 
performance. When this comfortable position in viewing the disabled body is not challenged by 
the aesthetics and actions produced on stage, then it is too easy for the non-disabled to affirm 
their expectations and self-definitions, writes Kuppers ( 2003, p.21).
Whatley’s research also notes that “a conservative aesthetic can reinforce rather than disrupt the 
negative connotations of disability” (2007, p. 19).
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ChickenShed! s inclusive rhetoric is swift in reinstating the centrality of an ethos of care and 
dependence^ to brush aside any freer  associations that might emerge from seeing a pairing of two 
diff^enttabilities; One of the case studies discussed in Middlesex and'ChickenShed’s Inclusivity 
course is that o f  Dina  ^Williams. Dina trained with London Contemporary Dance School on a 
scholarship. The dance department expresses a lot of pride in having such a talented young 
dancer among their ranks. For the module of Inclusive Dance, Dina describes her working 
relationship and partnering with learning disabled performer Brendan Walsh; he is nonetheless 
not required to do the same. Mary Ward, the theatre director of the company emphasises that 
when Dina works with Brendan “they are equals” {The Guardian, 2002, p.4). However, Dina 
clarifies that this equality is achieved by “combining (her) technical ability with an understanding 
of individual needs to create an honest performance” (Inclusive Dance module, p.32). The core 
tenet of inclusive ethics, which is the belief in collective responsibility and the moral conduct of 
individual ego in recognition of the group, can be seen to normalise patterns of need and needy. 
The reading of the duet As Far As the Eye Can See between Dina and Brendan is thus denied an 
alternative meaning. It is about: “creating a stream of supportive movement held together and 
communicated by their intense eye contact” (Inclusive Dance module, p.32). It is interpreted as 
“the reality and ease of mutual dependence as a strong and beautiful ethos” (same source).
The work developed from studio process to stage production had failed to engage and surprise me 
as a member of the audience. Dissatisfaction with the end result is something that occurs 
frequently within any artistic environment and can be used rather fruitfully as an indication as to 
where the work needs to be moving toward in order to avoid commonplace. Theatre director 
Mary Ward were heard saying that the Christmas show of the company “is more like a school 
pantomime and needs something else” (notes from the dress rehearsal in December 2002). 
However, I did not observe any conversations that attacked the possible sources of triviality or 
indeed identified the moments of unease openly. During the Christmas production of The 
Nutcracker in the main theatre, in 2002, there was a sudden change of direction with the inclusion 
of a new scene half way through the season. Two disabled performers and three non-disabled 
(including myself) would make a silent appearance on stage as the mice soldiers who were too 
scared to lift their swords up against the Nutcracker.
I had to escort performer Kate Lawrence on stage. I was asked to push her in her 
wheelchair and then drag it backwards in refusal of the sword offered to her in 
order to fight. I would have to act frightened too but also perform a vigorous 
pulling of the wheelchair to which Kate would spread her arms in panic -  that
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would be the cue for me to push her wheelchair out of the stage and leave. I 
hated that added scene. No one explained to us the necessity of that change or 
the meaning of the silent mime. I also knew that pushing someone on stage was 
like taking something away from their own agency. I did not feel comfortable 
with that. At the same time Kate seemed to not want to do it. She had been 
denied the opportunity to make a contribution to the creative process and as 
everyone else involved she felt forced to do something she had no ownership of. 
Using a computer-generated voice she explained to the group assistant that her 
machine is electrically operated and that she did not want to be pushed, she could 
do it herself at her own pace. But, the fact was that we had to make it to the stage 
for the newly added scene in a few minutes. I let the associate directors know 
that I did not want to do it and that I heard Kate say why she did not want me to 
do it either. They then had a chat with Kate who was persuaded to collaborate 
for the sake of the show. Although I made it clear to Kate that I did not like my 
role in that either, she was very resentful towards me and resorted to some pretty 
defiant behaviour; she made me chase her up in order to find her and make our 
entrance on the stage possible. She repeated that every night until the end of the 
show.
Notes of the author, 27*'' December 2002.
Bindi’s, Kate’s and my respective unease have not been identified and valued by ChickenShed’s 
method. Nevertheless, this unease could have been the basis for a deeper understanding between 
us and towards what was demanded of us. One can only imagine how inventive Kate could be if 
given the chance to stage her entrance the way she wanted or even use her frustration with the 
person pushing her in a creative fashion -  pushing away too, for example. One can only imagine 
how Bindi would have reacted if asked exactly what she thought was wrong with the flowing 
duet. In reality, nothing was resolved creatively because it was never identified as being 
problematic.
As Benjamin writes, the opportunity to leam from these encounters went amiss:
If we do not acknowledge the differences between disabled and non-disabled 
dancers we lose lifetimes of experience and difference beneath a blanket of good 
intention. It is the acknowledgement of difference and the resolution or 
exploration of the problems that arise from it that invigorate the work.
Benjamin, 2002, p.45.
Benjamin warns companies newly converted to improvisation that if taught and practised 
uncritically it can result in ignoring the real issues of difference buying instead into a readymade 
“theory of creativity” that allows “dancing around the problems rather than valuing them (2002, 
p.46). The failure to recognise and deal with inequalities manifests itself in an aesthetic 
dissatisfaction frequently felt by the audience despite any sympathetic disposition to the inclusive
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cause. What makes an inclusive show resemble an ordinary school performance or an integrated 
dance duet appear as the inclusive version of a Saturday night ballroom dance contest on the TV, 
is the company’s inability to confront challenging material or issues. Mainstream ethics can 
breed mainstream aesthetics and vice versa. No matter how enthusiastically contact 
improvisation is applied it can never by itself guarantee a challenge to the dominant ‘common 
sense’. As in the case of the choreography for Perfect Woman, the staging of inclusive contact 
can be seen to erase complexity. The choreographer who orchestrates the outcomes of the 
improvisations and who provides the prescribed symbols of the work (concepts of flow and 
support) often cannot escape from her own inventions. She appears unsuccessful in valuing 
movement as the unorganised speech of two bodies, and rushes to translate it into inclusion and 
its preordained content; to instill calculated order through juxtapositions between strong and 
weak, male and female that ultimately becomes fossilised and predictable.
Even within that inclusive order and classification though, disabled agencies can be made to feel 
free. This is how Paula verbalises and claims her dance:
I feel in deep control over free-to-me movement.
It can’t be for me you speak because I have not being asked.
I do not feel disabled is me or my freedom (sic)
I feel judging games are being played.
I have my creative power just like all artists and for all sakes I have to say what I 
do once for all and ever.
I have ideas I feed ideas into a pot of other ideas. Don’t say I am fed -  pleasing 
it isn’t - a n d  it is a lie.
Movement comes from my deep thoughts -  always joined with thoughts of other 
-  in a mind juddering for better crash process so creative -  don’t put an owner on 
it with my name missing
Do look -  do ask -  don’t for never and all judge with no-one letting the speaker 
speak.
I am a speaker -  just need the lookers to leam now to look.
Behind the cast don’t stick me out or look for me sticking -  don’t ‘specialmake’ 
me -  don’t -  don’t force disability.
So there before on my headstamp I have all the making selfish ideas before I 
share them and am shared by them.
I lead and follow and I choose what which how.
Paula Rees, poem entitled My Dance, programme of Globaleyes, p. 10.
Paula is not the only disabled performer in ChickenShed who asks to be seen beyond her 
disability. Bindi Sharer writes:
I dance I move I am released 
I am free as a bird
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The rhythm flows through me 
I am as you
I am no longer as a label 
I have life see me now 
As me
See me dance 
See me dance 
Let me be me
Bindi Sharer, poem entitled To Feel Free, Globaleyes, p. 10.
Another disabled performer, Rosanna Hartropp’s expression of freedom through inclusive arts 
participation has been employed by a discourse slightly different from that of ChickenShed. The 
following quotation appears in Sky digital services’ marketing and promotional leaflets: “here 1 
feel like a songbird, free to be me, to sing my heart out. There’s so much more to me that you 
can see” (ChickenShed member Rosanna Hartropp’s quote used in the leaflets promoting the 
partnership between Sky and the company, www.sky.com/makeitbig). Although disabled artistic 
agencies demand to be perceived and valued for what they are, creative choices and meaningful 
contributions that come from the individual, their claims of freedom and self-identity can get 
normalised into a paternalistic economic framework promoting ethical consumerism and 
individual choice as a moral ideal.'”
Paula writes that she needs to move with her hands because “they have the power to move 
feelings out of myself’ (Paula’s case study. Inclusive Dance module, p.28). Here she seems to be 
describing the feeling of movement that comes from within her and it is not imposed on her from 
the point of view of those who facilitate her movement by lifting her and holding her arms. 
Benjamin argues that contact and dancing with someone with profound physical impairment has 
to respect the smallest signs of intention on behalf of the partner’s body. Respecting and 
following the “intended pathway” of Paula’s head and arm lift can “fulfill the intention” of the 
movement (Benjamin’s terminology, 2002, p.47). CandoCo’s ADAPT training equally stresses 
that exploration of a movement should draw attention to individual intention:
The aim might be stretching as in a tendue... an adaptation may look different to 
a tendue others in the group are performing, it is a tendue specific to the student
CandoCo’s ADAPT Training Day, June 22 2008.
' ” Sky’s advertising campaign is encapsulated in the slogan “what do you want to see”. It uses the 
construct of consumer choice to advertise the variety of its programs. The charity partnership with the 
company is hailed as “giving more young people the opportunity to share in the magic of performance 
including those who may never have dreamt it possible”, www.sky.com/makeitbig.
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There were instances where this was accomplished between dancers in ChickenShed. During less 
structured and non-pressurised workshops one can witness the intimate acts of moving with and 
from within. These are minimal and take place within seconds. They need space and time to 
breathe and materialise. They rarely appear in gala shows for showcasing inclusion to eating and 
drinking supporters. Bindi and Basi in their studio improvisation for Perfect Woman took the 
time to listen and respond to each other. Bindi felt Basi’s need to move with lightness and Basi 
acknowledged her body’s tendency for grounding. Basi and the group were very happy when 
Bindi made her muscles relax from within, obeying an internal intention or image of de­
contraction, in order to order to move with him. When a movement has the time to be born in the 
mind of the dancers, "flow through the body” and be executed by the muscles, then even the most 
subtle and ordinary act has “its very own particular kind of beauty” and those who watch it 
perceive it as “just right”, argues (Benjamin, 2002, p.47). However, a valuing of flow and 
decontraction can be noticed here as an obstacle to accepting alternative bodily responses and 
aesthetics based on contraction and turning away from the partner.
Adam Benjamin, Peppy Hills, and CandoCo’s ADAPT’s methodologies for integrated dance 
exemplify existing efforts to explore the conditions that favour the emergence of intimate acts of 
bodily intention and expressive communication. Benjamin argues that all participants need to be 
involved in a dialogue, a questioning and understanding of the unique situation of individual 
bodies including the non-disabled. When dance is “being done” to bodies, the aesthetic result is 
not the same as this dance from within. Hills emphasises that individual creative subtleties can be 
lost when not offered the time to be “sensed”, “heard” and “felt” physically (2003, p.l 16).'”  
ADAPT’s approach suggests working in pairs instead of group work when “refining” movement.
It also recommends “quality not quantity, giving time for students to really delve into the essence 
of its movement”, and most importantly “dialogue, allowing for space to explore, find out and 
feed back” (Training Day, June 22 2008). Moreover, Whatley’s research explores the limitations 
within partnering work between disabled dancer and non-disabled support assistants arguing that 
“partnering is to leam more about self, not to try and be like others (2007, p. 12).
ChickenShed’s inclusive method also wants to engage with the subtleties of the creative stimulus. 
But it is seems not as keen to systematise and rationalise its particulars. It is more interested in a
""Hills identifies “stiffening, tensing, withdrawing body part, fidgeting, giggling and giving more weight to 
partner” as physical responses that need to be valued, and as non-verbal individual creativity to stimulus 
that should be further developed within work in pairs (2003, pp. 116-117).
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general “re-focusing” of energy from the conventional class vocabulary towards individual 
patterns or styles (Inclusive Dance module, p.30). It encourages attention to detail (one of the 
reasons for the recording of sessions) but rushes to standardise powerful symbolisms. 
ChickenShed’s inclusive pedagogy is about re-discovering, re-creating, re-leaming. Thus, it 
shows a reformist attitude towards conventional aesthetic practices but never rises completely 
against them; it remains short of challenging them or subverting them altogether. What 
ChickenShed’s inclusive framing does best is to spiritualise these moments of renewed humanity 
in dance. These are seen as epiphanies and discoveries of truth and authenticity, not the stuff of 
everyday labour but a spiritual “opening up” to forces unknown. Disabled difference plays again 
a central role in this spiritual awakening enabling others to re-discover movement and life 
potential. Paula is extremely self-reflective when she asks: “Can I move with as much beauty and 
poetry as a ballet dancer, just by feeling it in the right way?” (Inclusive Dance module, p.30).'”  
Paula inspires in me the same attitude of self-doubt each time I think that just by feeling open I 
can truly empower or include others within a culture that was never constructed with their needs 
and desires in mind.
Inclusive dance methodology, as professed by ChickenShed and I practised it myself, points to 
the importance of a heightened awareness of creative potential. It encourages constant tapping 
into individual resources to produce innovative vocabulary. This, I suggest self-reflectively, is 
not so much an egalitarian form of relating to difference, because it presupposes a perceptual 
acuteness (an eye for interesting detail) that is the reserve of the aesthetic connoisseur. If 
creativity and innovation is the child of individuality and difference (the fruit of Paula’s and 
Bindi’s efforts) then the aesthetic connoisseur is the caring parent who will recognise, protect and 
nurture it. Paula’s movements have human significance in themselves but their true meaning 
appears to be advocated by those able to see in them an ethical value. Paula’s body can be further 
objectified by the process of reading inclusive meaning in it. Seeing/aesthetic perceiving of 
formal qualities is not the same as reflecting and self-reflecting. The two should ideally be 
integrated but the privileging of sight over being-ness destroys this possibility. Paula’s verse “do 
look -do ask...just need the learners to leam how to look” might be understood here as a 
resistance challenging the expert gaze. The moment Paula moves her movement is looked at as a 
source of inclusive ethics. That can give way to a division of labour between those who produce
Whatley writes that “differently embodied sensations of movement and how students recognise whether 
or not their dancing is “it” or something else” can lead to crucial self-reflection and shared feedback on 
the appropriateness of dance tasks and the re-evaluation of inclusive curricula (2007, p.l 1).
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(disabled or non-disabled) and those who provide a way of valuing that aesthetic production."® 
ChickenShed’s website states that “inclusive performance is part of a cultural movement that 
aims to inform and create an understanding of life” (quote attributed to Carol McWha, the 
company’s old website, www.chickenshed.org.uk). But what is this one understanding of life and 
who advocates it? Critical analysis shows that it is rarely the disabled producer of the 
performance who wishes for advocacy, but usually the organiser and non-disabled leadership that 
needs to prove its moral sensitivity. Being a mother to the disabled is not so much different than 
patronising difference. Inclusive aesthetic sensitivity does not guarantee equality. Although one 
can grow morally by watching a performance at ChickenShed, a lot of scepticism is demanded 
regarding the implied hierarchies of watching and being watched. Helping the disabled people 
get on stage and subject them to the conventions of western dance culture is never unproblematic, 
nor should it be adopted as an inherently moral practice. ChickenShed’s choice of protecting the 
disabled from displaying themselves individually from fear of them being consumed as bodily 
oddities by the audience, is problematic, as is the aesthetic decision of presenting them always as 
part of collective formations. As Kuppers argues, dancers of all abilities have traditionally been 
seen as the “weak object of desire to the strong gaze of the audience” (1998, p.49). Disability 
performance has sought to challenge the strength of the gaze by representing dancers as power- 
full and desiring subjects. ChickenShed’s inclusivity chooses to envelop them with the 
munificent concept of “collective ego”, which does not aim to confront the audience:
Inclusive performance embraces the audience in its desire to communicate; 
believing in the power and importance of the cast to evoke, stimulate and inspire.
Directors and choreographers are committed to creative devising that encourages 
this direct communication thus capitalising on the strength of our inherent 
humanity -  our innate capacity to include and be included -  the collective 
achievement of a collective ego -  getting the best out of our own performance by 
sharing a stage and getting the best out of the performance of others. It is 
important to acknowledge that if movement is communicated with the right 
degree of intensity of feeling and the right openness it is creative and important 
to the collective creative experience.
Inclusive Dance module, p.34.
This notion of inclusivity shies away from opposing or transforming the gaze, putting its trust to 
the “common goodness of people”, not considering the innate capacity to exclude. Employing
Whatley quotes Kuppers’ (2003) distinction between ‘performing’ and ‘being’ in how others evaluate 
the performance of a disabled artist (2007, p. 17). Kuppers argues that the performance is on one side 
connected to the “being” of the performer and on the other side seen as a political intervention aimed at 
the whole community (2003, p.61). My critique maintains that disabled performance can also be read as a 
symbolic intervention that instead of challenging dominant cultural notions reinforces normative and 
apolitical definitions of community, oneness and humanity.
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the mother metaphor” to bring out the best in everyone, it can infantilise the disabled people and 
stifle creativity. According to Lesbian Studies scholarship, “mother’s smothering nearness" can 
be just another expression of colonisation, a more liberal facet of the same domination (Nina 
Rapi, 1998, p.2). Aesthetic inclusivity, thus, can fail to deconstruct ability as a dividing construct 
and fail to present a form of alternative sociality. Inclusive choreographers may need to consider 
the extent to which it is possible to engage with the dominant culture and its aesthetics without 
being appropriated by them. Radical disability and lesbian performance suggest that it is more 
productive to search for ways of breaking through dominant structures “with your integrity 
intact” (Rapi, 1998, p.5). Otherwise, inclusivity can prove to be adaptive to new cultural 
hegemonies.
7.2 Globaleyes -  The Spectacle of Inclusion: Objectifying Visibility versus 
Performative Subjectivity
Helen Thomas argues that the researcher has to find ways to reveal and analyse “the webs of 
meaning created through the dance event” (2003, p.94). Thomas treats dance as an event 
constituted through “lived experiences in a variety of contexts both aesthetic and social” (2003, 
p.94). She warns however against the danger of using dance as an opportunity to comment on 
factors external to it, such as sociological categories and political circumstances, for example. 
That is understood as actually neglecting dance by taking “little account of the immediacy of the 
sensual qualities of the embodied practice” (Thomas, 2003, p.94). The analytical project tackled 
in relation to ChickenShed’s production of Globaleyes is rather ambitious in running all the risks 
that Thomas alerts to. It aims to unravel the meaning-making of the show’s images in terms of 
the ideological and political framework suggested by the piece itself as well as by the cultural 
context and audience in relation to which the performance was staged and received (drawing 
upon Ananya Chatteijea’s method of “reading difference”, 2004, p.35-49).
The way dance operates in Globaleyes solicits critical interpretive reading because of the nature 
of the political agendas that are promoted by it. The performance needs to be contextualised but 
without losing sight of the agencies of the dancers that made it possible. The analysis is fraught 
with difficulties and contradictions since it offers to go against the grain of social constructionism 
(construction of inclusivity) that ChickenShed intended the piece to be about. This means that the 
critique has to address the body of the dancer beneath the inclusive metaphors and the aesthetic 
symbolisms imposed on it by the discourse of the company and the framing of the theatrical
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representation. The goal is not to reach any truth about the performing body/person but to 
demonstrate what Thomas calls the “simultaneity between social and experiential”; between 
cultural expectations inscribed on the body and the personal agency that acts in dealing with these 
(2003, p.94). A close analysis of the choreography and its execution, integrated with cultural and 
political contextualisation, generates a complex picture of the reality/identity/representation of 
disabled dancers. Kinaesthetic aspects of the piece are incorporated to counterbalance its 
dominant inclusive reading and enrich the cultural analysis of the disabled body. Every effort is 
made to avoid essentialism and self-reflect on the researcher’s own body as well as on others as 
“effects of practices, ideologies and discourses” (Wolff, in Thomas, 2003, p. 135). In my critique 
I acknowledge that the disabled body is at once sociologically, aesthetically constructed and 
situated in the everyday experience of her/his actor-mover.
At this point, I quote reviews on Globaleyes before I offer any alternative critical readings of the 
performance. The Independent's Simon Tait reported after seeing the show’s first production in 
2003 that “political theatre is making a comeback” (2003, p. 14). He describes Globaleyes as 
“hard-hitting drama from the front line” and considers it as part of a trend of politicisation of the 
theatrical agenda that is not solely reserved for the “rarified fringe venues” of the avant-garde but 
reaches mainstream theatre companies and mainstream audiences.'”  He reads the subject-matter 
of the production as a political choice reflecting the company’s i nc l us i venes s . The  critic 
however, emphasises that even for a group that endorses a progressive agenda, such as inclusion, 
a dance piece dealing with issues such as “child slaveiy, terrorism, the environment and disease” 
is not an easy option. The anticipated appearance of Globaleyes in the West End in 2004 is 
marked by Tait as an opportunity to bring a message of “stark realism” into the establishment 
prompting audiences to fathom what he calls “the horrific personal consequences of 
globalisation” (the show took place at the Linbury Studio, Covent Garden with the participation 
of Adugna’s street kids of Addis Ababa). The only description of what is actually performed on 
the stage is the following:
' ” Tait links ChickenShed’s production with that summer’s Henry V, (directed by Nichol^ Hytner at the 
National Theatre which evoked issues of the Iraq war and had black actor Adrian Lester in the title role), 
Shakespeare’s Globe’s season (directed by Mark Rylance and inspired by the Middle East crisis and 
exploring the concept of “regime change” in Shakespearian plays), and Pericles (a collaboration between 
the royal Shakespeare Company, under Michael Boyd, and Cardboard Citizens, the theatre company of 
the homeless, that set the play in a camp of asylum seekers), op.cit, p. 14.
'"°Tait defines inclusiveness as ChickenShed’s work in involving disadvantaged young people from all
kinds of backgrounds in performance.
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The face of a little girl, miserable from working 12 hours in a shoe factory and 
with a large tear beneath her exhausted eye, fills the screen above the stage.
Below the image of the child, 25 dancers, all young, some with different 
disabilities, some non-disabled....perform a choreographed version of child slave 
labour.
Tait, 2003, p. 14.
Despite the fact that the review contains absolutely no description of the movement produced by 
the dancers proved not to be a big problem for the directors of ChickenShed; they appear to be 
flattered by the press’ interpretation of their work and distribute this piece of writing with every 
outreach pack they sent out to new practitioners. It is the overwhelming projection of “hard 
facts” and the transposition of the “political agenda over the bodies of the “young dancers” that 
obscures their dance to the point of complete disappearance. If it was not for the metaphor of 
exploitation implied by the reportage photos of African slave labour and the dot matrix relaying 
statistics of child mortality on stage, personally, as a viewer, I would never have thought of the 
group choreography as a danced version of slavery. There is obviously conflict between the 
textual and the living bodies on stage. Perhaps a focus on the dance practice can shed some light 
on what one actually sees in Globaleyes.
In act one’s opening scene, entitled My Echo the stage is bare but expertly lit. Images, graphics 
and text data such as the citation: “The test of morality of a society is what it does for its 
children”, attributed to Dietrich Bonhoeffer, are projected on a screen. Under it appears a group 
of twenty performers male and female. They are dimly lit contrasting as dark silhouettes against 
the bright computerised screen graphics. They are barefoot and wear large skirt-pants in warm 
earthy colours layered with pieces of patterned fabric reminiscent of “ethnic” costumes from 
Africa and Latin America. The voluminous breaches curve out shapely sculptural forms as they 
extend or spread their legs. Arranged in a loose diamond-shape across the stage, they acquire a 
grounded almost organic quality especially as they bend their knees and shift their weight from 
one leg to the other in unison. The movement is weighted to the floor and the skirt-pants look 
like taking roots, allowing the torso and arms to move more dramatically. The skirts are shorter 
for the female performers exposing part of their calves and thighs on occasion.
This apparel is described as “Dostoyevsky-does-Boho costumes in one review (Flanders, The 
Standard, www.ballet-dance.com). The designer Graham Hollick states in the programme notes 
that they were made as much as possible from the company’s ever growing stock of donated 
fabrics. The intention was to provide a basic clean-lined costume with “no obvious cultural
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reference” that could be “collaged” with other fragments of clothing to suit the atmosphere of 
different parts of the show. Cultural collage is the idea that springs to mind by looking at the 
costumes of the performers, noticing the flexed feet, the earth-bounded quality of their movement 
and listening to the Persian-influenced flute improvisation merged with the English-speaking 
vocalist singing in haunting repetition the verse: “my echo around the world” (by Persian-born 
musician Sam Akkas who also played traditional instruments such as tombak and daf during the 
show). The resulting aesthetic is a polished hybrid of eclectic cultural mixture that is not so 
unfamiliar to western eyes and ears. The high-tech visual projection matched by the comfortably 
ordered group shape and the ambient music is in many respects not unlike the advertising trailer 
of a BBC world documentary or a website page on travel literature such as the “Rough Guide to 
Zanzibar”. The aesthetic quality of this scene is veiy far from the gritty portrayal of child labour 
that The Independent suggests. After all, the viewer is always aware of the fact that these are 
dancers performing within the relative luxury of a state-of-the-art theatre, part of an accomplished 
and well-resourced professional production. This scene reads and feels more like the “Rough 
Guide” to an unspecified ethnic culture; a touch of global south that has become as normal and 
indistinct to western palates as “oriental fusion cuisine”. There is something familiar, something 
exotic, something romantic and nostalgic about it all and yet it appears as constructed as a 
sampled track from the latest “world music collection”. The screen portrays something removed 
from western reality - the exploitation of the third world - but the rest is staged so comfortably 
that if one chooses not to pay attention to the projected statistics and images it can feel as cosy 
watching this dance as it is to relax in a trendy “ethnic” lounge bar.
To return to the movement material of the scene and to focus on its basic characteristics stripped 
of any particular meaning and inherent value; it basically consists of standing upright with bodies 
spaced out but so that their extended lines create a group web. The feet are shoulder-width apart 
with knees bent. The grounding mentioned earlier involves the pelvis and the general posture of 
the spine that is relaxed and floating as in the practices of Tai-Chi. Some performers (usually the 
Non-disabled and contact improvisation-trained ones) achieve this without tension. However, 
two of the dancers with learning disability, who are spaced in closer proximity to their non­
disabled partners, appear less relaxed in their standing with their torsos more readily moving, 
more eagerly searching for sideway balance than gravity towards the floor. They appear to 
gravitate more towards the specific bodies of others rather than towards an abstract centre in the 
middle of their axis. The choreography asks for swift changes between apparent centred stillness 
and pliant extension outwards. Arms are reaching out to the direction of the audience on the cue
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of a projected photography of working children’s hands. Images of distressed and rough from 
manual labour hands are replaced by close-ups of hands held together or small hands cupped in 
by adult ones. In the dancers the impulse of the arm movement seems to be outward and 
sweeping from one comer of the stage to the other with elbows stretched.
The quality of the stretching is quite uniform to all performers, with a slightly more pronounced 
sense of focus and ownership in the execution of the dancers with learning disability this time. It 
seems that the intended pathway of their standing was, all along, towards reaching out; and now 
that this pathway is being taken, their movement looks more accomplished. All the performers 
are looking at their hands rather than the audience. The energy of the eyes is focusing inward 
whereas the movement is outward. The audience’s gaze is invited to browse over the whole 
group shape and the linearity of the movement pattern through the stage but at the same time it is 
invited to focus on the hands. The pace is neither too fast nor too slow. It caters successfully for 
the audience’s need for looking for optical and textual clues in a search for meaning. This 
comfortable pacing is not dismpted by any contrasting movement; the quality is of far-reaching 
movement echoed from the stage to the auditorium. Nothing in that reflects gestures that imitate 
hard and repetitive manual labour, such as stitching Nike shoes, to allude to one of the images 
projected. The choreography is more based on an abstracted imagery of “offering something with 
your hands”. There is self-controlled elasticity rather than a sense of imposed and toiling 
exertion.
Benjamin details an improvisation based on a similar use of the hands called “open hand” (2002, 
p. 111). It employs imagery such as: “open your hands as if you are offering someone the most 
precious gift ... have the sense of this gift moving out of your hands” (Benjamin, 2002, p.l 11). 
This exercise provides an ideal basis to explore the dynamics of controlling the amount of weight 
one gives outwards; something important for the discipline of contact improvisation. The use of 
imagery is thought to facilitate the integration of disabled performers into the creative process. 
By giving them a concrete task-inspired stimulus they are able to engage more fully with an 
otherwise abstract image devoid of immediate meaning movement training. However, in the 
context of Globaleyes' first scene, the stage text is already so meaningful and value-laden that 
“open hands ” become almost like a stylised mimed commentary. A reviewer in The Stage reads 
this as “interpretive dance”, perhaps alluding to modem dance aesthetics. He also congratulates 
this “unique production” for having “nothing obscure about its presentation but commendable 
clarity which appeals to old and young alike” (Hepple, The Stage, www.ballet-dance.com). I
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come back to this point about obscure versus comprehensible aesthetics, but at this point I want to 
show how, for all of its subtlety and sometimes ambiguity due to its non-verbal nature, dance can 
sometimes be read as improblematically as a piece of advertisement for a commodity that 
“appeals to all customers”. I wonder whether it was the actual intention of the choreographer to 
appeal almost uncritically to such a large portion of people or whether this was the unforeseen 
result of the contextualisation of the piece.
I wonder whether it was the “emotional discourse” projected by the piece that is so inclusive and 
non-threatening to liberal sensibilities or the way movement was produced and staged, or maybe 
both.’^ ' Going back to the textual meaning-making process; the opening scene plays with a 
discourse of quiet sadness about global capitalism’s abuse of children. Neither an overtly 
propagandistic showing of anger nor the ambiguous aesthetic beauty of the effects of labour on 
the body of the performers themselves is opted for. ChickenShed’s inclusivity here protects its 
performers from embodying the dark aspects of humanity to imply its abusive power. Instead, 
they are choreographed in such a way as to portray commonality and promote a moralistic 
attitude towards injustice. This ethicahaesthetic/embodied choice flattens out differences within 
the abused community of global children that is portrayed on the stage. By choosing not to focus 
on their individual human characteristics, their specific backgrounds or the material grounds of 
their difference and translate them into movement practice, the scene deals with stereotypes rather 
than full human beings.
There is a big paradox though in using disabled agencies to embody a stereotypical representation 
of the poor, racial minorities of this world; difference is not a subject that looks at the audience 
eye to eye but an object, a canvas upon which representation is projected. The paradox is that 
instead of humanising minorities, social difference and disability, this sense of inclusivity actually 
allows for further othering (Chatteijea’s term, 2004, p.47). An example of this othering can be 
observed in the dance critics’ mode of appreciation of a performance involving or alluding to 
difference. Mainstream reviewers of Globaleyes tend, in their majority, to evaluate the work not 
based on intrinsic characteristics of the dance or by describing the agencies of the dancers as 
expressed in their practice, but choose to refer to the company s work with children with special 
needs”. Commenting on the inclusive cause and the advocacy of disability and poverty is prior to
This discourse is part of the conscious effort of the choreographer Christine Niering. In her interview by 
Stuart Sweeney, she states that “we addressed political issues in an emotional discourse to try to provoke 
and excite audiences as much as they impact on us”. Interview and Globaleyes preview, April 2005, 
www.ballet-dance.com.
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any description of dancing ability. This is the realm of dominant reading that objectifies the 
specifics of dance production and subjugates the dancer to the dominant cultural context. In the 
case of the review in The Stage, the context used to frame/trap the disabled performers is the 
marketability of the show as a commodity appealing for consumption. There is also another 
framework available to dominant reading with a more subtle liberally benign process of othering. 
This is used by Stuart Sweeny in his interview with ChickenShed’s director of dance. He reveals 
it by stating the following:
I loved the ending where you had the young man with Down’s syndrome, who 
was not the victim, but the one helping the oppressed and an injured character 
and thereby making a powerful statement against stereotyping.
Sweeney, 2005, www.ballet-dance.com.
The director of dance tries to rescue the disabled performer from this otherness by giving back his 
agency as a performer;
Phil Constantinou is not only a great mover, but also a great improviser. In a lot 
of our sessions he has been the stimulus for some of the choreography which you 
see throughout the production. He’s amazing and has a real confidence with his 
body and being on stage.
Niering in Sweeney, 2005.
The damage is done though despite retrospective efforts to ‘protect’. T h e  staging is prone to 
dominant interpretation where the disabled body and the reality it represents becomes a metaphor. 
Phil Constantinou is a metaphor read by the aesthetically and morally sensitive critic. To 
paraphrase Chatteijea, the stories of effort, creativity and innovation that his body carry are 
erased (2004, p.47). There is indeed a variety of ways identity or difference can be represented, 
but there are between two ends of the spectrum. On one end is the type of representation over 
which the individual body can have relative control and agency. On the other end, the body is 
read as an object (with diminished, charitably spared or no agency whatsoever) easily trapped by 
hegemonic reading practices and reducible to a sign, the meaning of which is determined by 
others. Globaleyes is a theatrical representation that moves within this continuum between 
agency and the loss of it. My analysis here is concerned with the instances where agency is 
diminished and the reasons for that.
’“ In the review following the interview Sweeny politically-correctly amends by writing that two 
performers with Down syndrome caught his eye. One was Hima Shah with her “fine musicality” and 
Phil Constantinou as a “great mover”.
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Inclusive strategies of visibility constitute one of the possible areas where individual agency can 
become problematic. It is not a coincidence that all of the reviews of the show mention the 
“strong visual quality” of the work as something to be “savoured” and making the piece 
“accessible and entertaining, without preaching” (Sweeney, 2005). It is claimed that if it was not 
for this visual quality achieved by the lights, the costumes and the company’s “trademark 
ensemble scenes”'^ , the mix of issues of globalisation could have proved “indigestible”. Words 
like “savour” and “in/digestion” link the discourse of theatrical appreciation with the discourses 
of culinary consumption and of course hint at a certain taste. Another critic describes Globaleyes 
as a “striking spectacular physical theatre show” (MacMillan, 2005). An oxymoron in itself, the 
combination of words such as “spectacular” and “physical” demands closer analysis.'164
Although, as Kuppers (2003) writes, there are indeed different models of visuality integrated 
within the performance encounter, the overarching model of visuality opted for in Globaleyes is 
that of the spectacle. Despite the independent meaning produced by individual gestures, 
movements and actions, the semantic order of the piece is determined by the visual arrangement 
of the constituent performative parts. The performative focus on the hands in the opening scene 
for example, has the potential to de-objectify the dancers. By focusing on the differences and 
intimacies of their embodiment, the personal process rather than the homogenised displayed 
result is emphasized (see Foster’s argument that performativity has the potential to de-materialise 
art, 2002, p. 136). However, the meaning within the inclusive performance is pronounced more 
by the ‘spectacular’ and less by the ‘actual’. “Being part of the bigger picture” of inclusivity 
means offering the individual body to the workings of a uni-forming narrative. This is a narrative 
told from the vantage point of a central mind outside the action; it is delivered top to bottom. The 
question is begged of how practice as alternative as contact improvisation (and especially its 
inclusive breed) can become subjugated to centralities.
One of the ways that this hierarchical subjugation is achieved is by instilling unity and unison. 
Inclusive narrative unity is a predominantly visual cohesive mechanism by which an ethical and 
aesthetic perspective is merged with, but remains stronger than, the performative dimension, the 
labour/execution of the movement. An example of this narrative unity can be observed in the 
extract from a review for Globaleyes:
which “the full three-dimensional canvass of the stage is explored”. From the same review as above. 
’^ For a discussion on the primacy of sight over the corporeality of contact improvisation see Thomas,
2003, p.l 10.
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In one of the final scenes of reconciliation and hope, Constantinou rescues 
Gonzalez from hopeless despair and strips away his outer layer of clothing, as if 
emerging form a chrysalis, so that he can take up his life again.
Sweeney, 2005, www.ballet-dance.com.
In terms of the narrative context of the piece where the two dancers are performing that sequence, 
“reconciliation” and “hope” are actually implied by a change in the spatial and movement 
dynamics; the contrast between that scene in relation to what preceded it. What came before was 
a frantic simulation of how bodies get crammed in the chaos of urban existence (the confinement 
of a journey in the tube) and an over-theatrical (in its satire) scene embodying the madness of 
contemporary celebrity-obsessed c u l t u r e . T h e  pace is so fast that it becomes slightly 
disorientating for the audience, with very loud samples from Breakfast TV (reports on stick 
markets and news about poverty rates in Africa) and “cheap, tacky, end of the pier music” 
(musical director David Carey’s programme notes). In terms of the movement in the scene of 
reconciliation it is largely based on a gentle and slow exchange of support between two male 
bodies and two female ones. Contact improvisation-style is present in both the scenes of 
contemporary metropolitan living and the scene of quiet contemplation that the review refers to 
(entitled Free Fall in the programme). In the fast-paced scenes (especially Collective Madness) 
the style of contact is almost aggressive (with bodies getting tied together only to provide a 
centrifugal point for their tearing apart) going against the inward quality of the opening scene to 
thrust themselves outwards (out of the tube carriage for example) or towards no particular 
destination; just eager to exit and get freed from the smothering proximity.
As a member of the audience, I witnessed some unexpected movement contributions during the 
frantic scenes. Working against the physical and aesthetic laws of support and inter-dependence 
that the dancers are usually engaged with in inclusive training, made for a passionate and 
committed carnival of individual bodies at war with each other. Very interesting movement 
material was created with momentary on-stage improvisation by a couple of members (amongst 
the thirty-strong group) who were physically squeezed out of their personal space (the dancers 
were crammed within a rolling tubular frame representing the carriage). Bindi Sharer who was 
using her manual wheelchair for the scene, performed some terrific tilts and off-balance
''The tube-chaos scene is called Frantic-What more do you want and the scene parodying the obsession 
with appearance is called Cirque. Cirque culminates in a scene called Collective Madness in which the 
music, light-throb and agitated physicality end in a frenzy where performers tear each other s costumes
apart.
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contortions in order to defend her position in the simulated carriage. The subtle subversion of the 
performative dimension of these scenes is that the parody performed did not only target the 
modem day of living in the developed world but also the hit the aesthetic staples of the inclusive 
method itself. ChickenShed’s imposed contact and ordered proximity have rarely resulted in such 
a vibrant and radicalised bodily performance on stage; where everyone was independently 
fending for themselves and appeared to be enjoying it so much that it was fascinating for the 
spectator to experience. As a spectator I was drawn into the action, feeling the heavy breathing 
and sweating of the performers; gaining a kinaesthetic knowledge through perceiving their bodies 
in a way that antagonised visual detachment -  my spec t a t i ng . My physical empathy increased 
when noticing the intimate and much personalised facial expressions of the cast members reacting 
to each other as vulnerable living actors, not textual metaphors. That was very much an ensemble 
piece proving that unity can sometimes emerge from actually trying to avoid it. The irony is, that 
the young cast were similar to the members of New Shed Inc’s outreach youth group, in that they 
enjoyed a less-structured and creative viscerality more than a super-organised homogeneity. This 
did not elude me as an insider-observer on the night of the performance.
In the Free Fall scene, the camivalesque gets resolved and inclusive order reinstated. The unity 
of narrative acts to comment negatively upon the state of creative chaos. For the sake of the 
ethical argument put forward by Globaleyes, the meaning of care and healing have to be 
pronounced through bodily contact and the binary of helper and helped. In Free Fall disabled 
dancer Phill Constantinou represents the healer. He rescues the fashion and celebrity-obsessed 
performer who lies on the floor exhausted by the acrobatics he had to resort to in order to 
compete successfully with his fellow dancers and get the attention of the audience. Constantinou 
lifts, carries and drags Gonzalez away from the gaze of the audience, stripping away his clownish 
costume. At the same time, a female black dancer, Natsai Gurupita, cradles Dina Williams who 
appears equally exhausted by her individualistic antics (see Appendix 9 for a photograph of the 
dancers). Although, the choreography here appears at first sight to be empowering the female 
and disabled dancers, the performance of empowerment is much more complex and contradictory 
than the unifying logic of inclusivity would have liked it to be.
There are implied associations and binaries in that scene. There is a reinforced polarity between 
“our” crazy western world and the “authentic” world from where healing can come. Having
Whatley’s research identifies this viewing attitude as “active witnessing”: enabling a “radical aesthetic 
shift” (2007, p.20).
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Natsai and Phill represent this authentic and inspiring difference runs the risk of essentialising 
their categories (disabled and Black female identities) instead of subverting them. The 
movement also reflects the polarity between the active get-up quality, the sharp invasive angles 
attributed to the western urban style and the passive, natural, earthy, curvilinear quality inscribed 
upon the body of the child, the woman, the native and the weak. Natsai and Phill in Free Fall are 
gentle bearers of the pathos and suffering of the west. They represent charity and sympathy not 
anger over the excesses of capitalism. Their agency is controlled semantically by being, put into 
the right side of the binary equation; they are not dangerous anymore but beautiful and 
harmonious. Once more, their body can be seen as ‘subjugated’, as a tool to solicit the fine 
sentiment and humanitarian impulse of the audience.
In the uplifting finale Corazon, the whole cast becomes the embodiment of social harmony and an 
inclusive healing paradise. The device of unison is at play to represent the commonalities 
between bodies, writes Foster (2002, p. 140). Gestures are executed synchronically producing the 
effect of similarity and creating a human mass. The model of visuality here is the spectacle of 
communal agreement. However, in this spectacle of community, individual bodies are seen to be 
“healed” of their differences, stripped off their subjectivities, divested of their distinctive 
performative cultures; they are finally included. That is the price of aesthetic inclusivity and of 
cohesive politics; individual difference has to be transcended and share the same gesture, the 
same view of the world. Oddly enough, from the point of view of the spectator this is the least 
interesting scene to watch. Despite the fact that it provides the narrative crescendo of moral 
catharsis that the production has been promising throughout (putting to rest any feelings of 
uncertainty and unease that might have emerged during the performance) it failed to move my 
body/mind as a spectator. Inclusive patterning can be monotonous and predictable. It does not 
always satisfy aesthetically because the bodies involved in it fail to consolidate as distinct 
personalities. This may be the reason why inclusive aesthetics seek binary contrasts to render the 
process more interesting. Sometimes, contrasts between authentic difference and healed 
communal identity’ can result in a seeming inclusive celebration. Similarly, I maintain, liberal 
political order needs to make allowances to individual freedoms and difference in order to keep 
the general consensus leading to undisturbed production and consumption. The logic and raison 
d’être of inclusive stage production is cultural cohesion. The raison d être of the establishment s 
interest in global injustices is social cohesion. This is what Dame Anita Roddick describes in the 
show’s programme notes as “a revolution in kindness”; a kindness to hush anger and dissent. A
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perspicacious review of Globaleyes has traced the narrative logic and comments on its successful 
visual politics:
Chicken Shed’s reputation as a socially inclusive theatre company provides 
Globaleyes with its raison d’ être. The critical discussion of issues of global 
concern is not left simply to leisurely perusal by the audience. Rather, the 
performance gently weaves us to appreciate the ethos of the company as the 
means to heal the cracks -  it is diversity that can overcome intolerance and 
neglect.
Murray, 2005.
The scene that proved most uncomfortable for me to watch, because of the liberal and 
dangerously naïve perception that interest in cultural difference (without a deeper understanding) 
can cure the world, was the first scene of the second act, entitled The Game. This is what the 
company choreographer had to say about it:
I am very interested in the arms trade, child soldiers and the situation in 
Columbia and that connects with the first section of our second half, which 
depicts military power, whether by a super power, a rebel force or terrorists.
Interview with Sweeney, 2005.
The scene is a piece of physical theatre with a lot of stylised movement, shadowing and marching 
in a depiction of aggressive power and terror. A group of six female dancers take on the stage 
joined and lit together in such a way as to form a menacing shadow. Two of them perform Ninja­
like acrobatics to climb over the tubular frames that are now their domain. The women are 
followed by four male dancers all clad in black who appear like childlike figureheads; one in a 
bowler hat, the other in a cowboys’ hat and the rest wearing inconspicuous caps. Their costumes 
and expressionistic gestures are very much in the tradition of Kurt Jooss’ 1932 The Green Table, 
and his group of grotesquely-masked diplomats. The Gentlemen in B l a c k . T h e  scene would be 
quite unproblematic in its treatment of war if it was not for what I see as an insensitive decision to 
have the women covered head to toe in black burka-like costumes, with only their eyes showing 
(photographic evidence of this argument is offered in Appendix 10). The costumes were so 
similar to Islamic clothing that this could not be thought as a coincidence. In the context of 9/11, 
the Iraq war, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the ensuing discourse of Islamophobia, this is not
Green Table is an expressionist depiction of the human cost of conflict. It shows the male 
bureaucrats/politicians meeting over a table to discuss the fate of the world, who meet again at the finale 
and decide to change their minds and adopt peace, after lots of blood has been shed and lives devastated.
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something that can be easily brushed aside. ChickenShed’s treatment of terrorism as the ultimate 
other of western values of inclusion and tolerance can help here to promote a discourse of 
objectification and démonisation. By portraying the metaphor of violent oppressors dressed as 
Muslim women, it normalises a rhetoric of intolerance and western fundamental ism.Lucki ly 
for ChickenShed’s integrity in my eyes, the piece that follows, called Dark Riders is a creatively 
embodied scene that has the male figureheads play with a piece of chalk, drawing small, large, 
and interloping circles around the bodies of several performers. They perform the act of power in 
mapping the world, allocating resources to people according to interest and profit, and making 
peoples fight over borders and money. Dancers’ embodiment of “divide and rule” encourages an 
interrogation of the broader political framework. Power and injustice are here alluded to not by 
the dot matrix or the screen, nor by the evocative costumes, but by movement alone. Similarly to 
the scenes of the crammed tube and the parody of celebrity of Frantic and Collective Madness, 
the dancers undertake a structured contact improvisation that allows for moments of spontaneous 
response and kinaesthetic intimacy between performers and spectators. As part of the audience I 
felt becoming the witness of the injustice. As a spectator I was able to see the larger picture, 
identify the performer who passed the chalk around, get angry with the ones who carved out huge 
areas of the stage to himself, and empathise mentally and corporeally with the vain and self­
destructive efforts of the dancers who fight and push each other in order to claim their 
space/identity. The game ends unresolved but as a viewer I feel like an accomplice to the action 
on the stage. I bear the responsibility for viewing such a spectacle without reacting. I hold the 
responsibility of tolerating the injustice done to those banished from wealth and those required to 
stay bound in tiny areas that can barely sustain life.
A dance performance can be entropie and full of unexpected surprises; both good and bad. As I 
analysed, a scene that was expected to fulfill the need for a radical reading (such as The Game) 
proved to be, in my view, intolerant and reactionary in its realisation. My critique now turns to 
an instance in which performativity on the stage of Globaleyes produced a moment of alterity (the 
term draws upon Grosz’s theory of representation and difference, 1989, 1994). Dance s
’“ The argument draws from Tariq Ali’s critique in the Clash of Fundamentalisms (2002).Ali argues that 
dominant western imperialist /capitalist ideology has become so institutionalised and so invisible in its 
workings that it succeeds in manipulating different social systems and to demonise them as evil Anti-
Americanism or Occidentalism. ......................
’“ The notion of alterity was conceived in an attempt to transcend bma^ distinctions between subject and 
object. Said, Minh-Ha and De Certau have employed the term to designate processes of “othenfication” 
in terms of knowledge production (Juschka, 2003). According to the Oxford English Dictionary, altenty 
is “the state of being other or different; diversity, ‘otherness’. As an ideological concept, altenty is the
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alterity challenged the conventional inclusive model of visuality and defied dominant and binary 
reading. The scene Mother Twin involved a device of harnessing dancers together in the style of 
tandem sky divers”. This was an idea developed though the workshop sessions with Paula as a 
means of providing her with a freedom of movement she would not have experienced with her 
owm body. This method of binding two bodies together is contact and inclusion taken to 
extremes, almost becoming fusion and likeness. There are different ways of looking at the 
realisation and performance of harnessing. One prism to assess harnessing through would be to 
critique it as an embodiment of patronisation. It is true that harnessing favours the strongest 
body; it can lead where the weakest can only follow, limiting itself to enjoying the journey. On 
the other hand, the strong leader can realise easily that due to one wrong move he can injure the 
harnessed; so ideally this knowledge can lead to an increased awareness of responsibility. 
Another prism to view harnessing through is that of appreciating the shared embodiment of its 
members, (regardless howr unequal their bodies might be), the universality of gravity, and fear of 
fall that makes this unorthodox dance practice an embodiment of human vulnerability and 
dependence.
When I first watched Paula harnessed in Mother Twin I though that this is a reduction of her 
agency, a move inflicted by able-bodied parental figures that treat her like a baby, harnessed to 
the chest like it is accustomed in tribal life. I would get angry at the centrality and hegemony of 
the concept of verticality as the only means of proving our humanity. Harnessing a disabled 
person upright might reinforce prejudices that disability is less human since it can lack erect- 
ability. In the moralistic context of Globaleyes, these thoughts sprang to my mind as I saw Paula 
harnessed to Loren and other women harnessed to male dancers; this was another discourse on 
disability as a problem to be overcome through the charitable support of the abled. It was 
essentialising women and disabled people alike, internalising difference as weakness and deficit. 
But when the scene was followed by Parasite, my critical perspective altered.
Parasite sees the device of harnessing taken a step further. It was during Chicken Shed s visit to 
Ethiopia that dancers from Adugna suggested harnessing back to back, or back to back with one 
of the two upside down (according to the programme notes, p 23). The practice was used
opposite of the ‘self and in analogical relationship with ‘them’ (versus us’) and margin (versus centre) 
(Juschka, 2003 p 87). To some theorists alterity appears to be positively charged. For feminist 
philosopher EliLbeth Grosz, alterity is a “politically informed trope of alternative subjectivity’ (Grosz, 
1989 in Juschka, 2003, p.90). Alterity, as an analytical entity in the study of Globaleyes, designates 
moments where an alternative non-classified subjectivity emerges through embodied creative agency and 
transcends the conventional binaries of inclusive discourse.
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improvisationally and was not linked to specific imagery. Dancer Robin Shillingshaw writes in 
the programme that this adventurous type of harnessing brought about a lot of play, new forms of 
movement and a physical type of communication, which was particularly useful in tackling the 
language barriers between the performers who initially tried out the technique. This sense of 
playful openness, this renewed sense of bodily control and agency is there in Parasite. Of course 
it is fi'amed within the imagery of the whole of the production. One of the reviewers saw it as a 
dark moment where the mutual sustenance of harnessing was turned into a “grotesque puppetry”. 
She writes:
The paired bodies become spiders, unidentified limbs tumbling over one another 
across the stage floor. Such morbidity rigidly reminds the audience of the gravity 
of social disregard and indifference.
Murray, 2005.
The reviewer sees this type of harnessing as sinister and ugly in relation to the “beautiful”, “fluid” 
and “inspirational” harnessing of Paula. The aesthetics and the movement itself in this scene 
disturb the dominant reading strategy that looks for binaries between supporters and supported, 
ugly and beautiful. The image of dancing spiders is grotesque in that, as Kuppers argues, it is 
neither easily identifiable nor marked by semiotic o r d e r . I t  is the embodiment of an unknown 
form, strange, foreign, uncolonised, un-knowable and hence dangerous and dark. The 
choreography in Parasite goes beyond the ordered realm of inclusivity and enters the radical 
territory of representation. The audience cannot tell for sure what this image is about, whose is 
this limb, whose agency makes the awkward creature able to move. A closer look though to the 
mechanics of movement reveals that this is a performance requiring joined responsibility and 
corporeal dialogue. It is a performance of difference in that it de-naturalises not only disability, 
but also ability. It de-essentialises difference as well as identity. As a member of the audience I 
pondered over the nature of that image: is it human, is it like us, is it us but different^ This is an 
instance where dance performance brings an embodiment of the alterity that is within the 
inclusive notion of us, to view.
Finally, here is a summaiy of the arguments about the aesthetics of inclusivity, its imposed 
strategies of visuality and the alternative tactics of situated individual performance. Globaleyes 
employs an aesthetics of contact improvisation which is often subjugated to the organising 
principle of “spectating”. Ensemble pieces and the spectacle of community cater for hegemonic
° Kuppers writes: “the grotesque body destroys order, disturbs the visual field, upsets values, derides 
authority and morality”, 2003, p.45.
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patterns of reading bodies as carriers of moral values. However, at moments where the physical 
performance of the dancers demands focusing upon visceral kinaesthetic tasks, the interpretive 
routine of the reader might be challenged. The imposed presentational style of inclusion is not 
able to fill all the cracks that open up during the dance event. Performative space can sometimes 
be left gaping grotesquely begging for alternative representations and thus lead towards radical 
meaning-making.
7.3 From ChickenShed to the G8 Summit and the Make Poverty History Campaign
In 2005, ChickenShed took its production of Globaleyes to the Royal Lyceum Theatre, as part of 
the Edinburgh Theatre Festival season. The tour was sponsored by Gordon and Anita Roddick 
(supporters of trade justice and founders of Body Shop), and linked to the campaigns of Non- 
Governmental Organisations such as War on Want, Friends of the Earth, and Amnesty 
International. The year 2005 was significant for anti-poverty and ecological activists in Britain. 
It was signaled as a unique opportunity to improve the lives of millions of poor people around the 
world. In anticipation of the G8 summit of the world’s most powerful leaders in Gleneagles, 
Scotland, independent charities, social movements and NGOs formed the Make Poverty History 
coalition. Apart from slogans such as “Make a Difference” and “Protect the Human”, the core of 
the coalition voiced some radical demands, “calling for fundamental changes to the policies of 
rich governments towards developing countries” (Louise Richards, www.waronwant.org,uk).
In the context of that campaign and the Live 8 music concert organised by Bob Geldof, 
Globaleyes was just one example of political arts inspired by the more or less radical issues and 
demands of the Make Poverty History campaign. One year on from the concert and 
performances, at the moment that this chapter was being written, radical Left think-tanks and the 
anti-globalisation movement noted that what little had been promised was gradually being 
withdrawn, while Make Poverty History was being disbanded (Callinicos, 2006). Critics of 
neoliberalism argue that the effort to promote the belief that those who currently dominate the 
world are benevolent figures who will, with a few pushes from below, continue to take small 
steps forward”, was at best naïve and at worst a lie (Callinicos, 2006). ChickenShed s Globaleyes 
was sponsored by American Express “to show that corporations and charities can work together 
to ensure that the global message of conservation is heard” (programme notes, p.41). The, 
predominantly White, Live 8 super star concert was sponsored by Vodafone “bnngmg people
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together , while the white wristbands of Make Poverty History were revealed to be products of 
Chinese sweatshop labour.’^ ' These are the contradictions of contemporary arts and politics. 
Awareness of these contradictions could perhaps help avoid self-congratulating and uncritical 
proximity to power and dominant practices. It could perhaps allow a re-thinking of the efficiency 
of top-to-bottom advocacy for those in need. The view from the global south is that a revolution 
in kindness is not saving people’s lives, but buying the privileged an ethical consciousness. It 
turns them into ethical sponsors and consumers (article by South African activist Bond, Brutus, 
Setshedi, 2005). Naomi Klein, whose anti-corporate book No Logo is reported to have served as 
one of Globaleyes' influences, argues that capitalist profit interests and radical ethical demands 
are in fact incompatible. She contested the discourse encouraging protesters to create a bracelet 
around the G8 as rendering resistance an “accessory to power”. Instead she urged people to 
create a “noose” around neoliberal policies (Klein quoted in Bond, Brutus, Setshedi, 2005).
To bring together some of the points I made in this chapter, Globaleyes' subject-matter seems to 
critique market values that lead to a loss of humanity and an obsession with individuality. Its 
aesthetics value community and inclusion as the only healing power. But as analysed, this is an 
emotional solidarity with no solid socio-political understandings. Operating within the dominant 
discourse of spectacle, the understanding of difference as radical and anti-establishment 
ultimately can be undermined. Despite some performative opportunities for questioning, 
ChickenShed’s aesthetics are marked by the neoliberal inability to be more self-reflective and 
challenge the need to appeal to big audiences and sponsors. Although, in Globaleyes there is a 
parody of capitalist competition (performed in the scenes Cirque and Collective Madness), the 
show and its literature fail to comment on its own participation in the spectacular-commodity 
economy. Like the concert of Live 8, ChickenShed’s production promotes what Linda Sears calls 
“a spectacularisation of political agendas” (2004, p.86). Watching and participating in an ethical 
show can be a limited form of resistance. Spirituality and philanthropy can turn into coercive and 
mystifying tactics that offer a limited space for the agency of people disabled by dominant 
culture; except for a reduced role as the needy within a system of binaries. Ethical spectators may 
come to ChickenShed to see difference as something authentic that will heal them from the
'‘Evidence for this allegation was presented in The Scotsman (2003). In his article entitled “Anti-Poverty 
wristbands produced in sweatshops”, Reynolds reports on investigations about the Tat Shing Rubber 
Manufacturing Company in Shenzhen near Hong Kong. The report argues that the companies that 
produced the wristbands for charities, such as Oxfam, were found guilty of using forced labour against 
Chinese Law. The workers were paid at 1.39 yuan (9 pence); a rate much below the mmimum hourly
wage in China.
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monotony of sameness. This is not the same with coming to theatre to learn to see differently. As 
Min-ha writes:
The invention of needs always goes hand in hand with the compulsion to help the 
needy, a noble and self-gratifying task that also renders the helper’s service 
indispensable.
Min-ha, 1984, p.89.
Difference in the context of late capitalism becomes authenticity that one can buy like the white 
bracelets of Make Poverty History. The role of the person who recognises and “conserves” 
authenticity has to be filled as long as the belief in the problem of the needy-disabled lasts 
(paraphrasing Min-ha, 1984, p.89). Thus, a non-critical/apolitical advocacy for difference and 
poverty can be compared to the “saviour’s task”; fostering his worldview above that of others.
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CHAPTER 8
TOWARDS AN EMBODIED CRITICAL PEDAGOGY OF INCLUSION
A critique is not a matter of saying that things are not right as they are. It is a 
matter of pointing out on what kinds of assumptions, what kinds of familiar, 
unchallenged, unconsidered modes of thought, the practices that we accept rest 
... Criticism is a matter of flushing out that thought and trying to change it; to 
show that things are not as self-evident as one believed, to see that what is 
accepted as self-evident will no longer be accepted as such. Practising criticism 
is a matter of making facile gestures difficult”.
Foucault, 1988, p. 155.
8.1 The Critique and its Key Findings
This thesis proposes a critical interpretation of the discursive and performative phenomenon of 
inclusion. By employing an integrated methodology that merges textual and socio-political 
analysis it presents both a description and a critique of the practices and the meanings attributed 
to inclusive dance teaching and its aesthetic representation within a contemporary British theatre 
organisation. Information from the chosen field of ChickenShed Theatre Company was collected 
and analysed in order to provide some answers to the initial questions the study was designed to 
explore, but also to debate issues that arose during the project of teacher/practitioner research. 
One of the main issues that arose during the introductory stages was that of ‘equality’ as a 
concept and as a component of inclusive ideology. ChickenShed’s inclusive dance discourse 
purports to treat all members as equals. The critique therefore started with the mode in which 
inclusive dance pedagogy theorises equality among participants, on whether inclusive dance does 
promote equality, and on how it can be achieved practically. The notion of exclusion soon 
emerged as an inseparable aspect of inclusive practice and thus, the research posed the question 
of when and why ChickenShed’s inclusive dance can fail to deliver the equality of outcome that it 
promises. The methodology opted for a study of both structure and agency and, consequently, the 
research focused on the manner in which inclusive dance pedagogy conceptualises and deals 
tactically with structures of ability, authority and conformity. The principle question the research 
set off to investigate was whether ChickenShed’s site and settings can produce an alternative 
model of sociality through the practice of dance and if so, how it is realised. In attempting to 
address that question, another, equally significant one, arose. It concerns the instances of crisis, 
creative negotiation and corporeal problem-solving that can manifest themselves within teachmg
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and performing inclusive dance. The potential, which instances of crisis and struggle hold for 
egalitarian change, surfaced as an important issue to examine.
The epistemological aim was to produce a critical account that analysed identity and difference, 
community and individuality as embedded in the production of dance knowledge. The imperative 
behind this treatment of dance draws from critical sociology; it integrates explanations of 
ideology and economy with an emphasis on bodily agency to preserve the alterity inherent in 
dance production. Part One of the thesis is primarily theoretical and the methodological focus is 
on the processes by which dance pedagogic and aesthetic transmission, as well as its embodiment, 
produce and reproduce the ideology of inclusion. In Part Two, the empirical study of dance 
processes reveals subjectivity and difference as emerging from ChickenShed’s inclusive studio 
and stage performance. In Chapters 6 and 7, in particular, the analytic focus is on the capacity of 
participant agencies to resist and shift inclusive ideology and dominant aesthetics. The critical 
design opted for at the beginning of the research, affected the task crucially. It became clear that 
it would not be adequate to show how dance can promote inclusion without a critique of the 
ideology of inclusion itself. Merging poststructuralism and socio-cultural theory facilitated a 
consideration not only of the ideology but also of the political and economic practices to which 
contemporary dance education and performance subscribe. This perspective shows inclusion to 
be a fluid cultural process rather than a fixed product and helps a theorisation of ChickenShed as 
a site that shares in the contradictions of late capitalist society. Throughout the thesis, the goal 
was to use the concept of critique in order to undermine dominant assumptions behind what is 
currently accepted as inclusive dance practice.
Grasping the meaning of inclusion in its socio-political context reveals elements of inclusive 
practice to be part of a larger ideological agenda, namely that of New Labour. Part One involves 
analysis of ChickenShed as a group of people and an institution informed by and informing a 
network of artistic/educational activities and a wider system of beliefs. Key themes that run 
through the company’s work are discussed and compared with summarised disability arts 
viewpoints. Comparisons are also drawn between Arts Council of England s endorsed inclusive 
curricula {People Moving, ADAPT, Peppy Hills’ methodology) and ChickenShed’s philosophy 
and methods. Significant similarities and differences are pointed out. Textual analysis enriched 
with socio-political notions is used to study ChickenShed’s written documents and to critique 
prominent ideological characteristics of the group. For example, its investment m the idea of 
community/family. In doing this, the organisation of the group, its marketing and educational
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features are understood as typifying its inclusive ideology. In the process of confirming the 
company’s beliefs and practices a number of inconsistencies are discovered. Comparison to 
different (often oppositional disability arts) curricula demonstrates that inclusion has many and 
contested meanings.
P art One addresses the question regarding the promotion of equality amongst participants. It 
argues that ChickenShed’s inclusive agenda relates closely to a neoliberal agenda of community 
inclusion, stake-holding and meritocracy. The critique compares ChickenShed’s inclusivity to 
neoliberal inclusivity. It reveals both to be part of a limited political imagination construed not in 
terms of equal but rather of cohesive participation in the dominant mode of economic and cultural 
production. According to neoliberalism, inclusion is not a condition of equality but merely an 
economic integrationism for the ‘less equal’ and the ‘excluded’. An answer is thus suggested 
with regard to the question of exclusion: the context of capitalism is fraught with exclusions. It is 
argued that capitalism (as a competitive social framework constituted through diverse subjects) 
needs to be seen to act towards alleviating exclusion and inequality, since it seeks to keep 
reproducing its economic and social order without facing resistance from those excluded from 
power and capital. Part One states that New Labour is keen to maintain existing relations of 
production/consumption whilst it invests in progressive discourses of inclusion and economic 
integration. Finally, it shows that having a market ideology together with values of social 
equality is highly contradictory and can lead to problematic practices. Considerable space is 
given to an analysis of the challenges posed to arts and arts education by globalisation, trends of 
competition, and the cult of individual ability.
P art One proposes an alternative reading of current practices by introducing a critical 
perspective, to which notions of socio-economic inequality and cultural disadvantage are integral. 
By employing such a perspective it is possible to analyse the social criteria mobilised by inclusive 
pedagogy. The critique thus demonstrates the material realities of limited funding for educational 
projects, the challenges of marketisation, the naturalisation of capital and the hegemonic construct 
of ability. It is argued that the primacy of competitive values can lead to reproduction of 
divisions and injustices towards disabled members. To summarise the findmgs of Part One: 
notions of inclusion and integration to the market society normalise mequalities between able and 
less able. Neoliberal inclusive pedagogy fails to challenge this mequality by preservmg polarities 
between ‘includers’ and ‘included’. The hierarchy between those who help and those who are 
helped is not spelled out and thus the power that acts to categorise remains concealed.
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Furthermore, ChickenShed’s inclusive dance pedagogy uses implicit criteria of selection between 
those fit-to-do and those ‘fit-to-think-and-do’. By not transmitting explicitly the theoretical 
principles of dance production, it often favours middle-class non-disabled participants who 
already posses the cultural codes that offer symbolic mastery of their dance. Disabled members 
are often offered limited chances with a merely practical relation to movement. This division 
does not encourage them to have full access to the top bands of cultural production (becoming 
dance teachers or choreographers themselves). Disability, understood here as lack of cultural and 
hence material power, is in this way reproduced rather than subverted. However, comparison 
between ChickenShed and other inclusive sites demonstrates that conceptual and tactical 
advancements have been achieved through a commited embodied engagement and creative 
dialogue between disabled and non-disabled dancers. New possibilities for alternative ideologies 
and methods of inclusion are foregrounded by the ongoing practical exploration of dance artists 
and community practitioners.
Although the theoretical perspective of Part One allows for a critique of ablist hegemony and of 
disability as a political category, involving questions of race, gender and class, it leads to a rather 
bleak position regarding the ability of dance practice to challenge authority and conformity. Part 
Two of the inquiry tests out and refines the hypotheses of Part One that consider social structure 
to be reproduced and power to remain unchallenged by cultural practice. A close and detailed 
analysis of the dance practices of ChickenShed and of New Shed Inc. outreach group, reveals that 
the process of transmitting inclusive dance offers instances where top-led inclusion and the 
authority of the ‘includer’ are contested actively. Chapter 5 analyses dance as it is recognised 
and realised by ChickenShed’s educating agents as a metaphor for inclusion. It argues that the 
symbolic manipulation of the medium of dance to produce or control images of cohesive social 
relations can be accepted, embodied, believed or equally negotiated, challenged and resisted by 
the practising members. Chapters 6 and 7 show that moving and dancing bodies can create new 
and less normative ideas of relating to one another, which are often distinct from the established 
theoretical and aesthetic framework. Part Two thus argues that difference and change can 
emerge within the dance studio and stage. Inclusive dance practice, as implemented m 
ChickenShed’s outreach environments in particular, generates moments of creative production to 
address material and discursive crisis. Conflict between emerging agencies and opposition to 
dominant values becomes explicit in a corporeal fashion and offers possibilities for alternative 
imagination and embodiment of social relations. The teacher/leader might not possess the 
conceptual tools to account for difkrcnce and its cmative stniggle and thereby understand and
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value them. This can lead to prejudiced and unfair treatment of disabled participants, who in turn 
fight to make their voices heard and their identities validated by the creative process. The 
inclusive contract is thus broken and the rift can perpetuate the conflict.
The thesis maintains that there is always the opportunity for the teacher/leader to make sense of 
students’ negotiations, celebrate them as positive creative contributions, and facilitate their 
channeling into collaborative dance representations. For this understanding to take place 
however, what is needed is not only inclusive morality and teaching charisma but political 
literacy and alternative critical signposts. My personal experience as an inclusive performer and 
outreach leader shows that there will always be instances of self-government and self-generated 
meanings even within the most structured and hierarchical dance practice. The question whether 
these agencies of resistance are enough by themselves to challenge and reconceptualise a whole 
system of conformity and ablism is largely dependent upon the degree of critical commitment, 
pedagogic arts activism and the radicalism of the democratic project opposing the current 
dominant discourse and its realities.
8.2 Conceptual Undertakings of the Thesis
Those are, in summaiy, the key findings/arguments of the research as affected by the particular 
methodology that was chosen and as influenced by my own critical partisanship. The thesis 
embodies a specific understanding of dance as socio-cultural production. The thesis’ integration 
of dance politics, with ideological analysis and socio-economic theoiy, undertakes a conceptual 
linkage between dance studies and the paradigm of critical pedagogy as exemplified in the 
writings of Giroux (1991, 1993, 1997, 2000, and 2004). Giroux offers analyses of educational 
practice to challenge what he calls “the terror of neoliberalism (2004). Similarly to his critique 
of “the most salient and powerful ideologies that inform and frame neoliberalism (2004, xxvi), 
the thesis perceives ChickenShed’s inclusive dance ideology as entangled in neohberalism. Thus, 
it critiques neoliberal inclusivity in its theorisation and aesthetics of difference and community 
(Chapter 2 and Chapter 7), its relation to market forces and globalisation (Chapter 3) and its 
connections to a competitive culture of “super-achievers” (Chapter 4). hi the same way that 
Giroux sees schooling as a practice of hope (2004, p.l25), the thesis envisages dance teaching 
and learning as a practice where new rules of inclusion can be negotiated, created and embodied 
in an effort to develop alternative culture and forms of sociality.
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An analysis of inclusion within dance practice challenges the determinism of traditional attacks 
on neoliberalism of the past.'^^ Although I critique inclusion as a normative ideal in New Labour 
discourse often reflected in ChickenShed’s pedagogy, I recognise new and alternative realisations 
of inclusion embedded in the practical instruction and performance of dance, both within 
ChickenShed and New Shed Inc. as well as within other integrated dance sites and curricula 
(Chapters 5, 6 and 7). Furthermore, by incorporating consciously the critical vocabulary of 
poststructuralism and discourse analysis, inclusion in dance is re-conceptualised as a radicalised 
process that can resist neoliberal/cohesive formulas and that entails confrontation with the ‘we’ of 
the constructed community. Inclusive dance is thus seen as a political practice, where a 
meaningful struggle against the centrality, universal assumptions and authority of those who want 
to include ‘others’ is creatively embodied.
Part Two maintains that the agencies categorised as ‘others’ and as ‘excluded’ are active in their 
struggle for participation and ownership of the cultural production, and far from passive and 
dominated within the practice of dance. Nevertheless, the critique acknowledges that outside the 
dance studio and the stage there is a disproportionate number of agents whose social mobility is 
seriously limited. Socio-cultural critique addresses the failure of present social arrangements to 
treat agents equally. As it is argued, neoliberal ideology chooses not to reflect on social injustices 
but to invest in concepts of personal ability, seen to be at the root of success, inclusion and 
integration. Neoliberalism deflects attention away from institutionalised bias that prevents people 
from sharing power, and sees the inequality between social categories as a result of personal 
background and ‘choice’. According to Giroux (1993, 2004), the neoliberal concept of choice 
erases questions of social rights, educational access and economic opportunities. If agents fail to 
integrate it is not so much society’s problem as theirs alone; it is because they lack the ability to 
be included (and they are responsible for this lack), or because their cultural choices are 
inherently problematic to mainstream inclusion. This is a dangerous form of ablism that becomes 
naturalised; it perceives agents who are different as an obstacle and a threat to benevolent social 
cohesion.” '  Within educational practice (extending to the field of dance), teachers often do not 
know exactly how to respond to the demands of special, individualised needs. Depending on
”%ere I am referring to class reductionist and deterministic Marxist critiques of capitalism and capitalist
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their personal agendas, educators often work to appease individual demands, discipline them or 
erase them fi'om the collective process. The aim is to ensure the viability of the group as a whole 
by making some concessions to those who resist being part of the group. The key argument of 
the thesis is that inclusivity can become a new form of political exclusion, which works implicitly 
via a discourse of inclusion. Class, gender, race and disability-related difference is inscribed as 
permanent ‘otherness’ to the community o f ‘sameness’ and thus as a problem that should be dealt 
with by cultural authority.
The critique in Chapter 5 argues that inequality can become normalised in ChickenShed’s 
inclusive dance culture. Inclusive leadership is not concerned with the relationship between 
categories of difference and power. What the inclusive dance teacher sometimes achieves is a 
reinforcement of the group as the arbiter of value for judging individual creative input. 
Difference is therefore judged negatively against a normative concept of homogeneity. Chapters 
6 and 7 show that homogeneity is a fictional construction, nevertheless, and normative 
assumptions are constantly challenged by the dancing bodies. Inclusivity is not an invincible 
structure, but a vulnerable and fallible concept. Dance analysis of such instances as those studied 
in this thesis, helps to reveal precisely when, how and why existing inclusion fails and what gaps 
of alternative possibilities it leaves behind.
Analysis of specific tactics of dance practice within ChickenShed and its outreach shows how 
social hierarchies are present and affect dance culture. The critique focuses on class, race, gender 
and disability specifically because ChickenShed’s inclusivity uses a concept of cultural agency 
(inclusive habitus) that transcends or ignores such categories. ChickenShed’s pedagogy promotes 
a fiction of unanimity that does little to offer a critical understanding of the realities of racism, 
poverty, reduced work opportunities and victimisation of a number of students who form part of 
its outreach projects. I analyse my own outreach dance practice to find a way to make exclusion 
visible and reclaim the “language of the social” (Giroux, 2004, p.75) for the teaching of inclusive 
dance. In this respect, the thesis creates ideological and methodological links with engaged 
critiques in drama education and the research of American scholar Sherry Shapiro. Shapiro’s 
work in particular, offers an example of integrating critical pedagogy with an analysis of dance 
teaching practices. Inspired by Giroux’s call for teachers to “rearticulate private worries into 
public concern and individual discontent to more general struggles” (2004, p.76), Doyle within 
drama education and Shapiro within dance, articulate critiques of ideology inspired by arts 
practice.
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Shapiro, writing within the American context, appears to regret the fact that “there is little that 
connects dance education to a critical apprehension of culture or of socially constructed 
subjectivities” (2002, p.31). Operating within a dance studies context I argue that there is 
substantial and sustained critical knowledge within the academic discipline of dance that allows 
for a dialogue between the body, education, politics and social theory. This thesis attempts to fill 
the perceived lack of connection between theory, critique and education and aims to create links 
with research of critical pedagogues such as Giroux (1993, 1997) and McLaren (1999) for the 
study of inclusive dance practice. Links with a critical understanding of the disabled body are 
also sought. The work of Petra Kuppers (2000) in articulating the principles and practices of an 
accessible dance and aesthetic education is part of the expanded network of radical research in 
which this thesis participates.
If there is something in the thesis that could be defended as an ‘original’ undertaking, then this is 
its insistent reworking of a political language that is part of the legacy of disability theory (see 
Barnes, Oliver, Barton, 2002). A politicised understanding of inclusive dance has both strengths 
and limitations. Its strength lies in the ability to grasp power and struggle without romanticising 
the aesthetic and the symbolic. This can be something useful, especially as a number of dance 
curricula currently follow the trend to promote their work as “life altering” and 
“revolutionary”.” '* The thesis shows that it is crucial to demonstrate and value the change of 
consciousness that can occur in dance, but this change should not be confused with a 
transformation of institutionalised and material relations of power. Dance’s political critique is 
essential as a precondition of discursive and social change, but it cannot be equated automatically 
with social and personal change. Change in the studio and stage is distinct to change outside the 
dance site. The political in dance is lived out through a range of intimate body relations, but this 
is not enough to extend dance’s alternative meanings in society without further questioning and 
responsibility of action. Endorsing a critical literacy can help to ground the hope into material 
everyday embodied praxis; “being attentive to those forces that seek to turn such hope into a new 
slogan” (Giroux, 2004, p. 134). Appropriating a disability theory perspective helps to avoid
*See for instance the coverage of Ballet Hoo, the education project of the Birmingham Royal Ballet hailed 
as ‘revolutionary’, which involved 62 young people with “issues of neglect, physical, sexual and 
emotional abuse... disabilities, poor literacy and behaviour issues such as anger management” in the 
company’s ballet performance of Romeo and Juliette (Wollaston, 2007, p.29). Channel 4 broadcast the 
two phases of the project entitled; How Ballet changed my life (2006).
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treating social change as solely a matter of discursive representation. At the same time opening a 
dialogue between disability theory and dance helps to see politics
not as a science or set of objective conditions but as a point of departure in 
specific and concreted situations ... (to) provide a sense of direction but no 
longer to provide complete answers. It entails that we ask why and how 
particular social formations have a specific shape and come into being and what 
it might mean to rethink such formations.
Giroux, 2004, p. 133.
8.3 Tactical Choices and Limitations of the Research
There are undoubtedly limitations to the methodological paradigm that I have used. Firstly, even 
though my study promotes a sense of change and reinvestment in the concept of inclusion, I 
cannot claim that it has facilitated actively the members of ChickenShed to collaborate with me in 
exploring their own involvement in the changes I suggest. The thesis is more of a univocal 
account of personal practice, which could in theory be used as a general template for addressing 
teaching concepts in use within inclusive dance workshops. Secondly, I could have given New 
Shed Inc. participants and their parents some opportunities in which they could see their own part 
in any changes being proposed through my research. In this respect however, I make it clear 
from the start that this is not an ‘action research’ designed to provide answers or implement direct 
compensatory action. Given the emerging and in flux nature of personal exploration, I am more 
concerned with elements of auto-ethnography and critical reflection that apply to the particulars 
of an individualised approach. Thirdly, I did not set up processes for ChickenShed participants to 
engage in a full interrogation of viewpoints expressed in the course of my research. I tried to 
maintain an objective and critical distance in order to present with integrity a description of my 
interactions with the participants, which was not being influenced by my affiliations and 
friendships within the company. My account, as a theoretical construction, is created in relation 
to but not in accordance with the various beliefs of ChickenShed company members. Finally, 
there is a limitation inherent to my own ethnographic project in the sense that I cannot claim with 
any certainty the extent to which the study of ChickenShed’s practices allows me to generalise to 
the wider implementation of inclusion.
In regards to my framework, I acknowledge the limitations of all theoretical constructions but 
claim that elements of critical pedagogy, sociology and disability theory that I mobilise, can be
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relevant to a critique of existing inclusive ideology within dance education. I believe that this 
perspective does not occlude, more than any other, the possibility of furthering the debate on 
inclusion; which is the ultimate goal of the research. My obligation is to continue discursive 
engagement between alternative perspectives and extend an invitation for an interdisciplinary 
debate that takes into account the different concerns vested in the idea of inclusion. The thesis 
operates at the level of considering possibilities for shifting, at first my own practice and ideas, 
through activating discussion around the issues of difference, identity and equality.
The thesis can be susceptible to criticisms of “totalising the dance phenomenon” in order to make 
a case for a political understanding of inclusion (the quotation belongs to Ness, 1996, p.256). To 
counter such criticism, I tried to account for “as many individual and differentiated semantic 
networks” within ChickenShed as possible (Ness, 1996, p.256). Inspired by Giroux’s “politics of 
hope” (1997), my intention is to present a radical and utopian vision of inclusive community in 
process, as this can be embodied within dance practices with all their contradictions (see Chapter 
6 with reference to New Shed Inc.). I understand inclusive social relations and democratic 
politics not as ready-made goals, values and ideals to be implemented but as an “unfinished 
process” (Giroux, 2004, p. 137), which is as fluid, unpredictable and non-universal as dance.
Giroux commends studies of educational hegemony for their critical literacy, but criticises their 
view of hegemony merely in terms of class domination (1991, p.l 16).” '  For this reason, my 
analysis goes beyond the logic that sees culture as economic reproduction. Chapters 2 and 3 
show that ChickenShed constructs and follows its own cultural logic and identity that is more 
concerned with the company’s status within the cultural field. Giroux also criticises concepts of 
‘ideology’ that argue that culture “functions to legitimate capitalist rationality and values” (1991, 
p. 116). I analyse how dance knowledge produced within ChickenShed can be influenced by 
neoliberal ideas (Chapter 3), but avoid functionalism by accounting for more than the mere 
reproduction of economic relations. Part One analyses the production of concepts of 
ability/disability that crosscut traditional categories of class. Thus, the critique aims beyond the 
simplistic schemata of ‘dominant’ and ‘dominated’ based on possession of material means. 
Instead I suggest a new political signifier; cultural dis/ability as produced in dance.
” '  Giroux refers to research by Bowles and Gintis regarding schooling in capitalist America (1976), and 
Willis’ seminal work Learning to Labour (1977).
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P art Two of the thesis shows that conflict which emerges in the dance studio is not merely 
informed by class struggle or struggle for disability rights. There are other cultural agendas that 
intermingle in the lived experiences and negotiations of the participants, such as race, gender, 
cultural identity and sexuality. Giroux stresses the inability of existing accounts of ideology to 
view ideology as a positive instance in the creation of cultural forms (Giroux, 1991, p.l 17). Part 
Two responds tactically to this criticism by demonstrating how ChickenShed’s inclusive 
pedagogy actually gives space to the expression of different experiences. The critique of 
ChickenShed includes analysis of how it allows specific individuals to engage in changing the 
mode of group production (see Chapter 4 on the negotiations of Deaf members). Members are 
not seen only in terms of then disability or class but as holistically as possible. Personal desires, 
dreams, frustrations and uncertainties are incorporated into the analysis. Although I could have 
engaged more with individual views (by offering more detailed interviews and structured 
questionnaires for example), I present my lived experiences as a teacher in connection to the ideas 
voiced and embodied by the people around me.
Giroux writes that it is vital for projects of critical pedagogy to create links with organic social 
movements and instead of developing “theories for  practice” to invest in articulating “radical 
theories o f practice” (1991, p.118). The thesis makes links to the disability arts movement, 
community arts, and discusses existing integrated dance curricula comparatively. The aim is not 
to present a definite recipe for inclusion but to conduct a dialogue with the experiences and 
opinions of a variety of agents, particularly other inclusive practitioners and disabled performers. 
Giroux argues that research needs to acknowledge
the role that teachers play as organic intellectuals who come out of specific sets 
of class, gender, and racial experiences, or as part of a specific workforce that 
bears the historical logic and ideological weight of the dominant societies of 
which they are part.
1991,pp.ll8-119.
I could have allowed for more participant voices to be heard. However, in response to Giroux’s 
comments, I feel compelled to focus on a critique of my own centrality and of the tenets of my 
belief system and practice, before I embark on research involving others. Emphasis on personal 
experience in Chapter 6 in particular, reveals the positive moments of inclusive dance practice; 
moments in which, despite the crisis and conflict, another consciousness and a questioning of 
one’s legitimate authority emerge. I do not see myself as a reproduced inclusive teacher but as a 
cultural agent sometimes limited, at other times facilitated by the structures around me. This
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thesis charts my ideological journey from inclusivity to critical radicalisation, and presents the 
formation of my alternative views of teaching as the result of a lived negotiation with my 
students. The research questions and findings are filtered through and are limited by my agenda, 
background and embodiment. It can be argued, however, that the teacher’s background “bears 
the weight of the existing society and contains emancipatory moments” (Giroux, 1991, p. 119); as 
such it is valid to become the centre of the critique.
8.4 Future Possibilities -  Theories of Hope
In this critical context, dance theorists/teachers/practitioners are required to debate integration and 
honour difference. Inclusion can be criticised for failing to think about its own exclusions and the 
neglect of difference that it can promote. At the same time, research can begin to grasp the 
embodied practices by which living subjects may contest the dominant project within which they 
are to be integrated. Dance practice can offer a wealth of instances where people act as self- 
determined agents of change. The task would be to show how creative resistance interacts with 
hegemonies and engage in debates over the criteria of inclusion and exclusion, based on ability 
and its multiple intersections with race, class and gender. Debates and critical processes such as 
these would have to be democratic and participatory; marked by the negotiations and conflicts, 
the everyday relations and bodily interactions of the teachers and the students. An insightful 
dance teacher can display the critical capacity and social sensitivity of not wanting to treat the 
bodies and minds of her students oppressively. Dance educators, when asked recently to 
contribute to the identification criteria for “talented” students in dance, showed far better 
judgment and understanding of education than many of their colleagues in other disciplines. 
Loma Sanders, for instance, went so far as to call into question the notion of identification criteria 
and the concept of ‘talent’ itself:
we don’t use the word selection ... people slide into and out of giftedness. One 
isn’t focussing entirely on the gifted and talented. That would actually be a 
slightly dangerous thing to do. One doesn’t want to sort of have a label stuck on 
a child’s head, from a very early age, at which they then feel they have to meet 
some external criteria.
Sanders, www.specialistschools.org.uk.
Dance educationalists such as Sanders have been able to identify cultural familiarity and early 
yeare experience of dance as factors giving preponderance to those students coming from 
relatively affluent families who were able to educate their children in cultural forms. Inability to
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teach teachers about the possible risks of racial and class bias when assessing ability can lead to 
the reproduction of discrimination (Richardson, 2005). Sanders, however, alerts dance teachers 
to the complexities of identification of ability and the different parameters that have to be taken 
into account; “know your student, know their background, look at their work across a range of 
activities, and over time”. If that sort of empathetic emotional/kinaesthetic insight of the dance 
teacher could be teamed with explicit pedagogy and a critical and political literacy, then an 
alternative and more democratic framework for dance education could become a reality. Only a 
systematic and sustained criticism based on solid analysis of embodied differences (such as class, 
race, gender, disability) would be able to change things and enter the consciousness of the 
teaching force, which is largely “un-representative of the people it serves” (Gillbom, in Olssen, 
2004, pp. 279-297).
At this point possible applications for this research can be suggested for imagining alternatives to 
dominant patterns of dance practice. The thesis advocates a re-conceptualisation of dance 
pedagogy and performance that breaks with the idea of inclusion as a tool for social cohesion. By 
exploring -  rather than defining -  the expressive and embodied relationship between disability, 
gender, race and class, 1 propose an alternative conceptual framework for inclusive dance and for 
understanding cultural abilities altogether. This alternative pedagogy of inclusion, based on 
dance practice, would recognise the tension between the agents’ will to participate in dominant 
structures and their will to change them, so that they reflect their individual needs and desires. 
Inclusive dance thus, could be understood as the embodiment of this subtle negotiation, always 
fluid and never readily pinned down by neat political terminology. 1 suggest that experiences of 
alterity within inclusive dance practice should be celebrated and preserved as they foreground 
real political praxis and change.
An embodied critical pedagogy for inclusion can also materialise in the design of alternative 
curricula deconstructing disability. Dance practitioners could resist polarised differentiation 
between able/disabled and help re-conceptualise difference not as solidarity and advocacy of 
human weakness, but as oneness with the human condition. To avoid treating participants as 
stereotypes, practitioners could refrain from dividing their performances according to proof of a 
dominant standard of achieved ability. They could learn instead to acknowledge potential and 
value diverse individual abilities in the making. When they allocate levels of performance, they 
could be encouraged to use explicit and transparent criteria that are shared and understood by all
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participants. Plans for learning attainment would have to be adapted and individualised, with 
students encouraged to monitor their goals themselves.
In terms of the aesthetics and the ethics that radical inclusive dance practice produces, as Derrida 
wrote, it can often use “against the edifice the instruments or stones available in the house” 
(Derrida 1982, in Auslander, 1997, p.61). By opting for an understanding of difference as an 
embodied political category and an aesthetics of alterity, dance can create not an escapist utopia 
but a conscious site of radical possibility; a space where movement against the illusion of a 
‘common culture’ can materialise (bel hooks, 1984). In this respect, inclusive dance performance 
can signal collaborative explorations “celebrating and critiquing both difference and community” 
(Kuppers, Robertson, 2007, p.2). Contrary to postmodern pessimism, dance pedagogy and 
performance can serve the utopian imagination. As Ruth Levitas argues, the difficulty lies in;
identifying points of intervention in an increasing complex social and economic
structure and of identif) ing the agents and bearers of social transformation
Levitas, 1993, p.58.
The critique in this thesis can be used to analyse the relationship between dance agency and social 
structure, to identify points o f emancipatory intervention and, most importantly, to value students 
and teachers as the agents of inclusive change.
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Appendix 4
ANONYMOUS LETTER ADDRESSED TO NEW SHED INC PRACTITIONERS
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HEtf SHED INC QUESTIONNAIRE
Practitioners at New Shed Inc are anxious to make sure that all children and youth 
theatre members are enjoying the sessions with the group. In the circumstances we 
would appreciate it if you could complete a short questionnaire, completely 
anonymous, and return it to us, at the next session, in the envelope provided. We 
will value your honest opinions and will try to use any suggestions to improve your 
time with the group.
1. How long have you been attending the group?
2. Are you enjoying the group sessions? ^ ^ V N o
3. Would you like to do any other activity (maybe dancing, singing, miming etc)?
 __________
4. Do you think there should be a production at the end of every term for your 
parents and family to se e ?  H-^-%___________________________________
5. Tell us in your own words of anything that might make the group inore fun, 
entertaining and interesting for you----------------------------------------------------------
_____________
6. Any further comments or helpful su ^ estion s? ___________________________
______________________________________
PARENT COMMENT:____________________   P ld Q ld C x a O ib L
 — i n —
L  w bp C o A w u ç  To
July 2 0 0 3  '
3 .  V- C  K1
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Appendix 5
NEW SHED m e QUESTIONNAIRE
Practitioners at New Shed Inc are anxious to make sure that all children and youth 
theatre members are enjoying the sessions with the group. In the circumstances we 
would appreciate it if you could complete a short questionnaire, completely 
anonymous, and return it to us, at the next session, in the envelope provided. We 
will value your honest opinions and will try to use any suggestions to improve your 
time with the group.
1. How long have you been attending the group? .
2. Are you enjoying the group sessions? ^ ^ N o
3. Would you like to do any other activity (maybe dancing, singing, miming etc)?
4. Do you think there should be a production ^  the end of every term for your ’ b
parents and family to see? C>lV/v
5. Tell us in your own words of anything that might make the group nmreiun, , y i 
enteiiainingand interestinij foryou.
6. Any further comments or helpful suggestions?__________________________
PARENT COMMENT:
_  kttb ojb -éik-d- Jit
SVf À vftHS
CO)Iff AokU W vv*>tc-
  —  - —
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Appendix 6
NEW SHED INC QUESTIONNAIRE
Practitioners at New Shed Inc are anxious to make sure that all children and youth 
theatre members are enjoying the sessions with the group. In the circumstances we 
would appreciate it if you could complete a short questionnaire, completely 
anonymous, and return it to us, at the next session, in the envelope provided. We 
will value your honest opinions and will try to use any suggestions to Improve your 
time with the group.
1. How long have you been attending the group?________________ _________
2. Are you enjoying the group sessions?
<^xncL hcredj
3. Would you like to do any other activity (maybe dancing, singing, miming etc)?
4. Do you think there should be a production at the end of every term for your 
parents and family to see? .h o v e ,
5. Tell us in your own words of anything that might make the group more fun, 
entertaining ar: i interesting for you7 _______________ 1___1_____
___
^  tU jl S.C U 77C . g r S T u p  .
6. Any further comments or helpful suggestions?________:_________________
PARENT COMMENT:
l/}c fta J tS û / CA/) c À i d ^ ^  }Cÿ USU
eJi/)C  -  I U^ AJUJ i b  c U Â u /J b  lou Jr leertxopO
/© / w e  aot3<^ -h W b  e v c y
Ckucl im ^üsc ^  ^ 7 ^ -  f  1
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Appendix 7
GLOBALEYES zoos
based on an original concept by
Bridget Mangan, James Dunbar, David Carey,
Christine Niering and Graham Hollick
Creative Directing Team -  David Carey / Graham Hollick /
Joseph Morton / Christine Niering / Rachel Yates
RUNNING ORDER
ACTl 
My Echo
Frantic - What more do you need?
Breathe
Mother Twin
Parasite
Cirque - The Collective Insanity 
Freefall
ACT2
The Game
Dust to Dust of Human Rights 
Laid In Earth 
Echo Choir 
I Write
Corazon - Heart
“The Oneness of Humanity" (Dali Lama)
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Appendix 8
Globaleyes, ChickenShed Theatre Company©, May 2005 (scene: Mother Twin) 
Dancers: Natsai Gumpira and Paula Rees (Photographer: John Pridmore)
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Appendix 9
Globaleyes, ChickenShed Theatre Company©, May 2005 (scene: Freefall)
Dancers (from left to right): Dina Williams, Natsai Gumpira, Sebastian Gonzalez and 
Phil Constantinou (Photographer: John Pridmore)
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Appendix 10
Globaleyes, ChickenShed Theatre Company©, May 2005 (scene: The Game). 
Dancers (at the front, from left to right): Michelle Little, Dina Williams, Rachel Yates 
and Gemma Rubinstein (Photographer: John Pridmore)
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